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Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement: Scoping Comments 

Topic: Air Quality 

Comment # Comment 

1 Air Quality - The metro Atlanta area already faces serious air quality challenges associated with growth. The addition of 800,000 
people to a confined area can only present significant air quality challenges. The Corps must require a full assessment of this 
growth on air quality for the entire north Georgia region, and possibly for eastern regions such as south Carolina that may be 
impacted by prevailing winds that may result from the proposed growth that would be supported by this project. 
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Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement: Scoping Comments 

Topic: Alternatives 

Comment # Comment 

2 

3 

Mud Creek and Hagen Creek - The EIS should not consider the two reservoir site alternatives to the preferred project presented by 
the applicant. Many of the criticisms we have identified throughout this letter also apply to the Mud and Hagen Creek Reservoir 
alternatives. The foremost reasons for rejecting a "pumped diversion/flow augmentation reservoir" to meet Hall County's water 
supply needs are that: (1) the Court of Appeals found that water supply is an authorized purpose of Lake Lanier; (2) Hall County's 
population and water demand projections have been demonstrated to be grossly overestimated; and (3) with aggressive water 
conservation and efficiency incentives and mandates, Hall County should be able to harness significantly more 
water resources without the cost of hundreds of millions of dollars or causing tremendous harmful environmental impacts. 
Flawed Analysis of Preferred Alternative. Pumped Diversion Reservoir - Glades Reservoir (Flat Creek). Problems with Operation 
As noted earlier, the applicant has proposed the project without securing the cooperation of the owner and operator of the Cedar 
Creek Reservoir, which is an integral part of the system of pumps and storage needed to realize the Glades project. Without 
interconnection with the existing Cedar Creek Reservoir, Glades Reservoir on Flat Creek is nothing more than an amenity lake for 
the planned development surrounding it. The Corps must evaluate the impact of the proposed project without cooperation from 
the city of Gainesville and access to Cedar Creek Reservoir. 
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Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement: Scoping Comments 

Topic: Alternatives 

Comment #	 Comment 

4	 And at Section C.3, Florida stated: "In evaluating these impacts...the Corps should include careful consideration of alternatives to 
development of new water supply sources, including water conservation measures, wastewater reuse and recycling, and other 
water supply alternatives such as inter-basin transfers to the ACF Basin and desalination." (Emphasis supplied.) In responding to 
Florida's call to consider IBTs, the Corps may want to consider the fact that the ACF litigation may become an equitable 
apportionment case at some point. In that event, Florida's call would be consistent with a state's duty to take reasonable steps to 
augment the disputed stream, under the US Supreme Court's equitable apportionment doctrine as stated in Colorado v. New 
Mexico (1982): http://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/459/176/case.html. There, the Court wrote: "Equitable 
apportionment is the doctrine of federal common law that governs disputes between States concerning their rights to use the 
water of an interstate stream..."We have invoked equitable apportionment not only to require the reasonably efficient use of 
water, but also to impose on States an affirmative duty to take reasonable steps to conserve and augment the water supply of an 
interstate stream." (pp. 183 and 185). (Emphasis supplied.) If ACF becomes an equitable apportionment case, then Georgia and 
Alabama could both owe a duty to Florida to take reasonable steps to augment the Chattahoochee River. In Georgia's case, that 
could mean pursuing an IBT using Georgia's own riparian rights in the much larger Tennessee River, as shown in SR 822 (Act 798) 
of 2008. In Alabama's case, that could mean not unreasonably opposing Georgia's use of an IBT from the Tennessee River to 
augment the Chattahoochee (as well as the Coosa, over which Alabama has also been litigating). TVA's Reservoir Operations Study 
of 2004 has already shown that an IBT of 250 MGD from the Tennessee River in northwest Georgia would not affect TVA reservoir 
levels in north Alabama. While such an IBT would therefore not adversely affect north Alabama, it would augment the very rivers 
about which Alabama is currently litigating. Hence, any opposition by Alabama to such an IBT would appear to be unreasonable 
and thus in violation of Alabama's equitable apportionment duty to Florida. By way of background, I am an environmental 
consultant, a resident of Forsyth County GA, and a member of the Metro North Georgia Water Planning District's Lake Lanier Basin 
Advisory Council. I have taught environmental and natural resources law, as well as a graduate engineering course in water policy, 
at both Ole Miss and Samford University. For several years I have been working with Brown & Caldwell Environmental Engineers & 
Consultants and Hall Booth Smith and Slover, among others, to explore how Georgia can help solve its water problems by an IBT 
from the Tennessee River where it crosses the 35th parallel at Georgia's northwest corner. These comments, however, are being 
submitted only in my capacity as a resident of Forsyth County GA, and not on behalf of anyone else. 

5	 If Hall County has not included an "alternatives analysis" in their permit application, they should be required to do so. 
6	 I really don't understand the need for this reservoir.  Why can't the level of Lake Lanier be raised?  Even if some money had to be 

spent to allow this to happen, it would be extremely cheaper than Glades. 
7	 What about Cedar Creek Reservoir that already exists?  From what I understand, it is not even being used.  Why build another, 

very expensive reservoir? 
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Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement: Scoping Comments 

Topic: Alternatives 

Comment # Comment 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Also, I think it is past time for our country to start emphasizing conserving water, in the home and the workplace.  If water 
conservation is not made more of a priority, it's not going to matter that we raise lake levels, build reservoirs. 
I am strongly against spending money to build Glades. 
My concern for this is that the Chattahoochee River, I don't think, has the capacity to do what they want to do with another 
reservoir there, especially one this size. The City of Gainesville and Hall County already have Cedar Creek, which is nowhere near 
capacity, and they could simply work with that one before they look at another one. If you go at the headwaters of the 
Chattahoochee up around Helen, there's very limited water available there. If they're going to do anything with capacity, they 
already have a large reservoir they can use and that's called Lake Lanier. I live on the Chestatee River. The Chestatee River and the 
Chattahoochee River, the two main feeders into Lake Lanier, are near capacity now with their ability to keep up with the demands. 
So simply by raising Lake Lanier a foot or so, we could meet the demands of Atlanta. 
And as far as the future demands, they should go up to a place like Tallulah Falls and look at putting a reservoir in there. Then they 
could do something with generating additional power. And that could satisfy the needs not only of North Georgia, but it could also 
meet the needs of South Carolina. 
The other area where they could go and look for water is over at the Tennessee River. That already has capacity. As a matter of 
fact, they have floods there on occasion. So they should make a reservoir up in that area, and that will take care of places like 
Alabama where the demands are. 
If we don't do something to resolve this water issue, we're going to continue in the courts. And the only people that benefit from 
that are the legal firms, and the taxpayers continue to pay. I, one time, was an elected official up in western New York on the 
Oneida River. And one of my favorite speeches up there when I talked about trying to get people to move in that particular area 
was that, "They'll be back here for the water." Well, the time for the arguing over the water has started. And unless we can work 
in a cooperative manner, we're going to have nothing but continued issues here. So again, the issues I brought up are alternatives 
to building this reservoir, which has gone on now and spent millions of dollars. And the resolution of this and how it's finished off 
is just years away. So I just hope that they consider alternatives to this -- again, Tallulah Falls and tapping into the water that's 
available and making a reservoir up along the Tennessee area as another reservoir. I thank you. 
Potential reservoir near Jefferson in Jackson County? 
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Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement: Scoping Comments 

Topic: Alternatives 

Comment # Comment 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

Appropriate Range of Alternatives: Pursuant to CWA Section 404, the Corps may only approve a project that is the least 
environmentally damaging practicable alternative ("LEDP A"). 33 C.P.R. 320.4(b)(4); see also 40 C.F.R § 230.10.12 The Corps must 
independently verify that the proposed Projects are the LEDPA. Also, NEPA requires the Corps to "study, develop, and describe 
appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning 
alternative uses of available resources." The evaluation of alternatives is "the heart of the environmental impact statement." The 
Corps must "rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives which were eliminated 
from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated." Until the Corps completes its review and issues 
a record of decision, "no action ... shall be taken which would... [l]imit the choice of reasonable alternatives." 40 C.F.R. § 1506.1(a); 
33 C.F.R. § 230.22. 
Avoidance Alternatives: The Corps should independently analyze water conservation and efficiency measures Hall County is taking 
to reduce its water demands, which could thereby minimize or eliminate the need for additional capacity. Alternatives requiring 
compliance with EPA's Guidelines, and innovative water conservation, re-use, and recycle alternatives should be analyzed. 
Operational Alternatives: In evaluating alternatives, the Corps should evaluate a broad range of operational alternatives for the 
proposed Glades Reservoir and Chattahoochee pumping station that are designed to minimize reduction in flows to Lake Lanier 
and the ACF system. Operational alternatives for the proposed Projects that should be evaluated include, at a minimum: 
Limitation of withdrawals from the Chattahoochee River to high flow periods, and restriction of withdrawals from the proposed 
Chattahoochee pump station to only those periods when ACF composite conservation storage is in Zone 1; Restrictions on filling 
Glades Reservoir when conservation storage in Lake Lanier is below Zone 1; Limitation on the transfer or sale of water by Hall 
County outside the ACF Basin; The maximization of return flows to the Chattahoochee; The maintenance of more protective 
minimum flows above the annual 7QI0 for both the Chattahoochee River and Flat Creek; The devotion or allocation of a portion of 
the proposed Glades Reservoir water to the refill of Lake Lanier under certain conditions, such as when Lake Lanier is below Zone 
3; Other alternatives that mitigate the Projects' impact on the refill rate at Lake Lanier. 
Regardless, the Corps should analyze impacts of all alternatives with a range of assumptions regarding return flows, including zero 
return flows. 
Clearly, more capacity is needed in the Chattahoochie basin. Lake Lanier has untapped capacity. Raising normal to 1073' is a viable 
alternative to Glades Reservoir, which has little to no cost. 
In scoping the Corps must consider all other alternatives including "no build", seeking water from other resources, pump back 
options using treated wastewater (direct and indirect), pumping water north from other Corps lakes to meet M+I needs (i.e. 
raising West Point lake storage level minimums and pumping water north from West Point to Lanier as an alternative). 
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Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement: Scoping Comments 

Topic: Alternatives 

Comment # Comment 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

Considering the limited availability of water resources in the northern Chattahoochee basin, an alternative of encouraging growth 
southwest of Atlanta by the state should be a more reasonable alternative. The basin is larger and properly managed water 
resources southwest of the metro area may offer more realistic support for growth. 
No measures of water conservation have been proposed by Hall County as required by statute. The Chattahoochee River Warden 
truly appreciates the opportunity to make comments to the USACE.  The USACE must protect all interests up and down the 
Chattahoochee River in the NEPA process.  We strongly oppose this new additional reservoir in the Chattahoochee River system. 
Why is there so much pipe proposed? Is there another route to reduce the length of pipe proposed? Why Cedar Creek? Is it 
because it is a reservoir not associated with Lake Lanier? Why not pump it back into Lake Lanier? 
The plan, it was understandable to me, that Hall County would explore this option after Judge Magnuson's ruling. However, since 
the 11th Circuit has overruled that and basically said the legislation that enabled construction of Lake Lanier -- I think it's the 
Rivers and Harbors Act -- something like that -- basically permitted and envisioned Lake Lanier being used for water supply and the 
report specifically noted that as the area grew, it was anticipated that more and more of Lake Lanier would be diverted for water 
supply. What really needs to happen is there needs to be an equitable formula for the distribution of the water in Lake Lanier that 
considers everyone's needs. Now, that's easier said than done. And I understand where Hall County wouldn't necessarily trust 
someone else's decision. But all of this water presently flows by the Gainesville City water tanks for free. Why would we want to 
spend $800 million dollars for it? And the only way that the -- a water supply is a monopoly. The only way they could recoup it, by 
increasing rates, so it's -- there's no winners. 
It also sets a bad precedent. Lake Lanier is a perfectly adequate reservoir for the amount of rain that we have in North Georgia. 
We would love for it not to be adequate. But unfortunately, the history of the last 20 years has shown that it is. You know, maybe 
in 100 years, if it all is silted up, it might not be. But even -- even siltation of Lake Lanier in the long run is less of a problem than 
siltation would be on one of these small side streams. 
The USACOE and the state of Georgia need to develop other ways of providing water for human consumption than by continuing 
to take it out of a river system that serves other states. We are all well aware of the 20 year legal battle the Corps is in as it tries to 
explain why it has allowed the current level of water removal. 
I'm here representing the Board of County Commissioners. And I have provided a written statement to the people out front, but I 
want to add to that, this statement.  After reviewing the drafts and information you have available here, I want to take make sure 
that -- the board is concerned with water flows in the river, in the Chattahoochee River, and we would request the Corp examine, 
or ask the applicant, which I guess is Hall County, to examine ground water supply. We are opposed to more water being pulled 
out of the Chattahoochee River, and we feel like there ought to be other alternatives for a water supply the size of this one. And 
that would include groundwater and groundwater supplies. We would just like those to be researched more thoroughly. 
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Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement: Scoping Comments 

Topic: Alternatives 

Comment # Comment 

27 
28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

I am against the reservoir. 
There needs to be no EIA until Gainesville and Hall County agree on the proposed geometry; the April 8 Times outlines the issues. 
Does Hagans Creek enter the Chattahoochee below Flat Creek? 
The preliminary alternatives analysis (Hall County 2011) considers a range of alternatives including avoidance alternatives, surface 
water alternatives, and minimization alternatives. The avoidance alternatives considered include: a) no action, b) water 
conservation, c) recycle and reuse of wastewater, d) groundwater, e) purchase of water, f) increase withdrawal from existing 
sources, and g) an upland reservoir(s). The surface water alternatives considered include: a) increase size/yield of existing 
reservoirs, b) traditional reservoirs, c) several traditional reservoirs, d) river intake system- without reservoir(s), e) river intake 
system- with reservoir(s) and f) multiple river intakes with storage reservoirs. The minimization alternatives considered include: a) 
combine water conservation with applicant's proposal, b) combine groundwater use with applicant's proposal, and c) reduce size 
of reservoir for applicant's proposal. Although the range of avoidance alternatives is considerable, they were evaluated based on 
the need to meet the entire projected water supply need independently. Water supply challenges are rarely as simple as a single 
solution and we recommend that the alternatives analysis reflect the complexity of meeting these challenges. Combining water 
conservation, wastewater reuse, and groundwater sources would greatly reduce the water supply need and offer additional 
alternatives for meeting the water supply deficit. We recommend that after the Need Certification is updated based on water 
allocation decisions made by the USACE, the alternative analysis also be updated. The updated alternative analysis should include 
alternatives that consider combined avoidance measures in conjunction with surface water alternatives. Additionally, we 
recommend that surface water alternatives closer to the planned distribution source to reduce piping infrastructure be considered 
and evaluated. 
In addition to the above, we are concerned about the lack of water conservation, water efficiency measures, and drought 
contingency plans associated with this reservoir. 
We understand the City of Gainesville does not oppose the construction of additional reservoir storage for future water supply in 
Hall County. In fact, the Glades site may turn out to be the most advantageous location for a future water supply source. 
For the Glades Reservoir EIS, the "no action alternative" should consider the City continuing to provide water needs throughout 
the planning period via its existing plants on Lake Lanier. The alternatives analysis should also consider the amount of water 
available through existing City intakes on Lake Lanier if the current USACE policy on return inflow credits is revised, as has recently 
been discussed. 
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Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement: Scoping Comments 

Topic: Alternatives 

Comment # Comment 

33 

34 
35 

36 
37 

38 

The EIS should consider the environmental impacts of the proposed Hall County project for supplying water to the Gainesville 
finished water system via a Cedar Creek Water Treatment Plant, versus the City's current and planned operations. The 
construction of 94,000 feet of large diameter pipe (23,500 feet of raw water transmission line from the Chattahoochee River to 
Glades Reservoir and 70,500 feet of raw water transmission line from the Chattahoochee River to the Cedar Creek Reservoir, as 
proposed in the Section 404 Permit application) will have social, economic and environmental impacts that need to be addressed 
in the EIS. Impacts of major finished water transmission system improvements should also be considered. 
The plan should also compare the proposed plan against locating a new plant at some other "strategic" location. 
The EIS should consider the social, economic and environmental effects of rebuilding the Gainesville water system to convey large 
amounts of water from the Cedar Creek Reservoir back into the existing water delivery system. As proposed, the water supply 
system would withdraw raw water from the Chattahoochee River just north of USACE Lake Lanier jurisdiction at approximately 
elevation 1080 msl. Raw water would be pumped to the nearest road at approximately elevation 1350, then over to the 
Chattahoochee-Oconee Basin divide near Lula at approximately elevation 1310 msl, where it would flow by gravity to the Cedar 
Creek Reservoir at elevation 990 msl. From this low point, water would have to be treated and pumped into the existing 
Gainesville water system, which has a hydraulic grade line elevation of 1465 msl over much of its area. The water treatment, 
pumping and transmission infrastructure to overcome a static head of 400+ feet does not appear to have been included in the 
Section 404 Permit application. Furthermore, a significant amount of additional head will be required to overcome the friction 
losses associated with pumping 86.4 MGD (referenced in the Safe Yield Analysis as part of the Section 404 Permit application) 
through a new Cedar Creek Water Treatment Plant. 
Perhaps a more strategically located plant site could mitigate these issues. 
The EIS should consider alternatives that convey water directly from the Glades Reservoir to the existing Gainesville Lakeside 
and/or Riverside Water Treatment Plants. This appears to be a much more direct and efficient method to operate the 
Glades Reservoir project than conveying water to the Cedar Creek Reservoir. For example, the City's Lakeside Water Treatment 
Plant was designed and constructed to be expandable from the current 10 MGD to a future 100 MGD capacity. Another option 
that should be considered would be the potential for a new water treatment plant near the Glades Reservoir at a future date. A 
plant in this location would serve north Hall County much more efficiently than the proposed scheme. 
The other obvious weakness in the case for Glades is that a two foot increase in Lanier will store just as much water (for no 
additional investment by taxpayers) as Glades.  If and when the need arises for additional water supply, Hall County and 
Gainesville should simply strike a compromise with the Corps of Engineers and secure additional water from Lanier.  To spend 
$300 million to take water from the Chattahoochee before it reaches Lanier, rather than just simply take it out of Lanier, is an 
egregious waste of the taxpayer's money. 

Final Scoping Report, October 2012, Appendix F        8 



Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement: Scoping Comments 

Topic: Alternatives 

Comment # Comment 

39 And of course, no one ever mentions water conservation.  We can all use less water and therefore avoid building such an 
expensive, destructive, and unneeded project for many years.  More intelligent solutions can be implemented in the meantime. 

40 Since the project's ultimate water distribution plans (which were not detailed in the proposal) are entirely dependent on use of 
the Cedar Creek Reservoir controlled by the City of Gainesville, and the city is not in support of the proposal, the applicant should 
be required to provide a detailed analysis, including costs projections, of how water will be treated and distributed. 

41 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 
any alternative involving impoundment: Impacts of related facilities including treatment plants, distribution lines and storage 
facilities. 

42 Indirect impacts also may include any associated water infrastructure that will be necessary ultimately to implement the project. 
Any pipes, pumps, energy, easements, etc. necessary to fully realize the pump-storage scheme must be accounted for in the EIS 
process. 

43 After reading about this, we are very exciting to see this project get going.  This is a beautiful area. 
44 Additionally, there may be significant operational issues with the configuration of the project as presented. 
45 Alabama believes that a broader range of alternatives to the proposed project needs to be considered than Hall County has 

evaluated to this point. Limitation of Times for Withdrawals from Chattahoochee River to Higher Flow Periods: One alternative 
that should be evaluated is a reduction in the time that withdrawals can be made for the Glades Reservoir and the Cedar Creek 
Reservoir from the Chattahoochee River to periods of high flows, such as only when river flows are in the top quartile on a 
monthly average basis. That would minimize the number of days during which flows in the Chattahoochee River would be reduced 
to the annual 7Q10 levels. While such an alternative may require Hall County to invest in more pumping capacity to capture water 
during those high flow events, such an alternative would likely reduce the many ill effects from the proposed project. 

46 Alternatives in Oconee River Basin and Other Basins: Because most of the water withdrawn from the Chattahoochee River in 
connection with the proposed project is going to ultimately be transferred to the Oconee Basin, Alabama believes that 
alternatives in the Oconee Basin and other adjoining river basins should be given greater consideration. For example, Hall County 
gives no indication that it has considered the alternative of applying for an increased withdrawal for the Cedar Creek Reservoir 
from the North Oconee River or from any other river or stream in the Oconee Basin. 

47 Alternatives for Third-Party Purchasers: Because Hall County apparently intends to sell much of the water from the proposed 
project to unnamed third parties, alternatives available to those third parties also need to be fully considered. 
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Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement: Scoping Comments 

Topic: Alternatives 

Comment # Comment 

48 

49 

50 

51 

Conservation: Although Hall County claims in its Alternatives Analysis that "[a]ggressive water conservation measures are already 
accounted for in the calculation of its unmet water supply," its assertion that it plans to take "aggressive" measures is not credible. 
As noted below, Hall County's statement concerning how it complies with the EPA's Region 4 Guidelines on Water Efficiency 
Measures for Water Supply Projects in the Southeast shows that there are many conservation measures that Hall County has not 
taken and does not plan to take. The EIS should evaluate whether there are more conservation measures that Hall County can and 
should take as an alternative to construction of the massive proposed project. 
Recycle and Reuse: As noted above, Hall County in its Alternatives Analysis claims that it "anticipates that within the fifty-year 
planning horizon, reuse and recycling will contribute to reducing unmet demand," but then claims that quantification of this 
effort's contribution to reducing unmet demand "is not feasible." In the EIS process, the Corps should undertake a more thorough 
assessment of the contributions that recycle and reuse can make to satisfying unmet demand in whole or part. 
Assessment of Alternatives: Alabama submits that the criteria used by Hall County to reject all alternatives other than the 
proposed project are biased so that only the proposed project could possibly be selected. Hall County lists as its first evaluation 
criterion whether the project can satisfy the assumed unmet demand of 72.5 mgd in 2060. As noted above, there are serious 
potential flaws in the analysis that led Hall County to reach that number for its unmet demand. Should that unmet demand 
number not be accurate, then the alternatives analysis would need to be reevaluated. 
Compliance with EPA Region 4 Guidelines in Water Efficiency Measures for Water Supply Projects in the Southeast: Close scrutiny 
needs to be given to Hall County's compliance with the EPA's Region 4 Guidelines on Water Efficiency Measures for Water Supply 
Projects in the Southeast. The EPA states that those Guidelines "were developed to inform local governments and water utilities of 
the actions EPA expects them to take before consideration on a water supply reservoir project on a stream or river." In Appendix A 
to the Alternatives Analysis submitted in connection with its Section 404 permit application, Hall County addresses the actions 
required by the Guidelines, and it is readily apparent that many of the actions have not yet been taken. In fact, because Hall 
County has agreed to allow the City of Gainesville to distribute water in the county, compliance with many of the Guidelines is 
outside the control of Hall County - indeed, in a letter to Georgia's Environmental Protection Division dated September 9, 2011, 
Hall County stated that it need not comply with the Division's Water Conservation Plan Checklist because it is the City of 
Gainesville, not the County, that operates a drinking water system. As discussed above, the City of Gainesville apparently does not 
support the County's application as submitted, so Hall County's reliance on the City to meet the Guidelines is highly suspect. 
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Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement: Scoping Comments 

Topic: Alternatives 

Comment # Comment 

The following is a list of the Guidelines with which Hall County does not claim to be in compliance: Pricing for Efficiency: The EPA's 
Guidelines state that "[w]ater utilities should estimate the demand reductions from pricing water for efficiency before sizing a 
reservoir." Hall County does not state that it has done that. Full Cost Pricing: Hall County states that it defers pricing decisions to 
the City of Gainesville, and Hall County does not represent that Gainesville has adjusted its rates in accordance with the full-cost
pricing component of the Guidelines. Conservation Pricing: Hall County does not represent that Gainesville has adopted 
conservation pricing. Stop Leaks: Hall County does not represent that Gainesville has implemented a program to determine 
unmetered users, nor does it represent that Gainesville has developed concrete measures to detect leaks. Meter all water users: 
Hall County does not represent that it has taken steps to require all new multi-family buildings to be individually metered or sub-
metered in the portions of the county outside Gainesville's city limits. Hall County also does not represent that there has been any 
effort in the county to meter all commercial users. Build Smart for the Future: Hall County does not represent that building codes 
and ordinances in the county have been updated to require the most water efficient technologies in new construction or that it 
has taken steps to encourage the adoption of water efficient building standards for all new buildings in the county. Retrofit of All 
Buildings: Hall County makes the remarkable assertion that retrofitting is "relatively a new technology," so it "is not required until 
the technology is widely available." Hall County offers no explanation as to why low-flush toilets, more efficient faucets, and more 
efficient showerheads are not "widely available." Hall County also does not represent that it has taken any steps to require 
retrofitting in residences or nongovernmental commercial buildings. Instead, Hall County claims that "natural replacement" is 
sufficient. Landscape to Minimize Water Waste: Hall County does not represent that Gainesville requires separate metering of 
large users of irrigation water or that Gainesville has implemented a pricing structure for such users to encourage efficiency. Hall 
County also does not represent that it or Gainesville has developed incentives to encourage use of native and drought-tolerant 
plants, nor does it represent that it has undertaken any program to encourage grass-free residential developments. Develop 
Water Budgets on a Watershed Scale: Hall County does not represent that it has developed a water budget in compliance with the 
Guidelines. Seek Opportunities for Groundwater Recharge and Storage: Hall County does not represent that it requires Green 
Infrastructure practices on all utility construction projects. Reuse of Treated Wastewater: Hall County does not represent that it 
encourages the reuse of treated wastewater for non-potable uses. Graywater reuse: With the exception of drive-through (but not 
self-serve) car washes located in Gainesville, Hall County identifies no efforts to allow reuse of graywater. Indeed, Hall County 
states that it does not encourage other uses of graywater and will not re-examine the issue until 2035. The failure of Hall County 
to adhere to these Guidelines raises serious questions as to whether full consideration has been given to all efficiency issues 
before sizing the Glades Reservoir. Adherence to the Guidelines could lead to a substantial reduction in the proposed size of the 
reservoir. 
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Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement: Scoping Comments 

Topic: Alternatives 

Comment # Comment 

53 Definitely not in favor of the project as proposed. Will comment later on a variety of issues that should result in a no build 
decision. 

54 Additional allocations from Lake Lanier was not presented as an alternative, presumably since US congressional action would be 
required.  This is the most sensible, cost effective, and environmentally sound alternative (after conservation).  A plan to make it 
happen should be detailed in the proposal. 

55 The two reservoir alternatives presented would also have faced hurdles.  Could this Lanier omission be because consultants and 
engineers make money building reservoirs, not watch a lake level rise. 

56 Considering the much smaller initial proposal for 6.2mgd from Glades Reservoir to meet 2060 needs for portions of Hall County, 
also likely based of flawed assumptions, an increased effort should be placed on conservation to meet water needs, and a 
decreased effort on promoting subsidized population growth.  We need to focus on sustainable economic growth strategies that 
do not require population growth. 

57 The applicant should offer construction details on the proposed pipe line crossing the Chattahoochee River at the pump station. 
58 The Cedar Creek Reservoir with H2O from the Oconee would meet a realistic increased population in Hall County for many years 

to come. 
59 Raising the level of Lake Lanier would be a practical way to meet increases that could not be met by the Cedar Creek Reservoir in 

the distant future. 
60 Lake Lanier is a reservoir already built. It makes more sense to raise the level of an existing reservoir than to build Glade Farm 

Reservoir at great expense to H2O users and destruction of beautiful farm and creek land with their existing plant and animal 
habitats. 

61 Gainesville's source of H2O is Lake Lanier. Gainesville does not need to be put into position to be forced to buy H2O from Glades 
Farm at greatly increased cost. 

62 The third question -- I was just informed that the Cedar Creek Reservoir has actually not been completed in terms of the buildout 
of the pumping stations and the infrastructure necessary to support water supply. When is that scheduled to be done relative to 
the construction of Glades Reservoir? And will the construction of Glades or the permitting of the Glades be upheld until Cedar 
Creek is complete or if there's some financial commitment that Cedar Creek would be completed? There just seems to be a break 
in the linkage between Glades Reservoir and Cedar Creek if they're all not functioning as the plan that has been devised says it's 
supposed to be.  If the Cedar Creek Reservoir, again, is still not fully functional according to the overall plan and Glades is allowed 
to construct, I'm assuming it will be a three- or four-year construction timeframe. Is it a requirement of this permit that Cedar 
Creek be completed prior to the completion of Glades? Or is there any linkage at all between Glades and Cedar Creek in terms of 
the completion requirements in order to fulfill the design criteria that's established for this permit? 
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63 

64 

65 

66 

Second, whereas we don't oppose the Glades Farm project, Hall County's proposal for the Glades project will need to be revised to 
exclude the Cedar Creek Reservoir unless other arrangements can be made between the City and County. As mentioned above, 
the County and City entered into an intergovernmental agreement in 2006 by which the County transferred its entire water 
system to Gainesville. Although Glades Farm was excluded from that agreement, Cedar Creek was not. Gainesville has already 
invested substantial sums to integrate Cedar Creek into its own system pursuant to this agreement, and Gainesville has not agreed 
to the County's alternative proposal. As to the legal rights involved, the 2006 intergovernmental agreement is attached for your 
reference. Assets were transferred to the City in exchange for the City's agreement to assume outstanding debt and to operate 
and maintain the water system. Specific assets subject to the agreement are listed in an appendix, and the list includes Cedar 
Creek Reservoir. The agreement provides that Hall County will automatically transfer ownership of 1/25th of the system to 
Gainesville each year, such that full ownership will be transferred by 2032. The agreement has been fully implemented by both 
sides and is still in effect. Therefore Gainesville will be the majority owner of Cedar Creek Reservoir by 2019. And, because the 
agreement was also structured as a lease-purchase, Gainesville has already assumed all the rights of a lessee. Please let me know 
if you have any questions. 
Separately, as a supplement to the legal issues addressed in the March 1 letter, we have asked the Jacobs Engineering Group to 
provide a technical review of the proposal in its current form. The resulting letter is attached for your consideration. The issues 
noted by Jacobs explain, in part, why the City is not interested in participating in the Glades Farm Project and why the City has yet 
to consent to the use of Cedar Creek Reservoir in conjunction with it. They also explain why the City continues to believe that Lake 
Lanier is its best option for obtaining future water supplies. If the Army chooses to process the County's application in its current 
form, without requiring the County to submit a new application that does not depend on the use of Cedar Creek Reservoir, we ask 
that these issues be addressed in the Environmental Impact Statement and as part of the public interest 
review. 
Describe in a way that is specific and repeatable, how potential reservoir sites were identified (e.g. GIS analysis of the county’s 
topography?). Note that regional surveys, such as Georgia Environmental Finance Authority’s 2008 Inventory and Survey of 
Reservoir Sites did not consider alternatives such as raising levels of Lake Lanier. Additionally, what analysis was completed to 
demonstrate that Cedar Creek could not be expanded? 
All practicable alternatives to meet any remaining demand gap should be evaluated, not just alternative impoundment sites. Such 
alternatives include, but are not limited to, implementing efficiency measures, additional withdrawal from Lake Lanier, direct 
intake from another location, expanding the Cedar Creek reservoir, raising Lake Lanier, grey water recycling, and any 
combination of the above. Alternatives should not be considered only in isolation (see comments below). 
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67 

68 

69 

70 

71 

72 

EPA recommends that the alternative analysis include consideration of the expansion of Cedar Creek Reservoir as an alternative to 
Glades Reservoir since part of the purpose includes providing water to Cedar Creek Reservoir. The alternative analysis should 
include using the pipeline, if needed, from the Chattahoochee River directly to current or expanded storage in Cedar Creek 
without construction of Glades for temporary storage. 
Furthermore, we recommend that efficiency opportunities be fully pursued for minimization of potential impacts and potentially 
lead to an alternative that could find "hidden" supply that would completely meet projected demand. We consider water 
efficiency measures to be central to water supply planning because reservoirs are very costly in both money and environmental 
impacts (and mitigation for environmental impacts), and lose very large amounts of water through evaporation. 
What analysis has been completed regarding expansion of well water to supplement needs? (e.g. similar to City of Lawrenceville 
Groundwater Treatment Plant). Alternatively, could the same geological characteristics that limit groundwater as a resource, 
make it well suited for storage? 
The June 2011 alternatives analysis only considers options in isolation. Alternative analysis should include a combination of 
options to produce the required future water needs. 
In light of the fact that projected water demand has been decreased by the recent appellate decision regarding the overturning of 
the Magnusson Ruling, EPA recommends that the Mud Creek Reservoir (independent of Hagen Creek) be revaluated as an 
alternative. 
Additionally, Hall County, in its surface water withdrawal application for Cedar Creek Reservoir, notes that "the reservoir will 
become part of the Hall County Raw Water System. Yet, as explained below, Cedar Creek Reservoir cannot become part of Hall 
County's system because the County has entered into and implemented legal agreements with the City of Gainesville such that the 
reservoir is owned and operated by the city. In fact, the City of Gainesville is an unwilling partner in what appears to be a 
grandiose engineering scheme by the applicant. According to the "Alternatives Analysis" (June 2011), the proposed service area 
for the Glades project includes both Hall County and the City of Gainesville. However, according to a letter sent by the City of 
Gainesville to the Corps on March 1, 2012, Gainesville has not agreed to any Glades Reservoir-Cedar Creek Reservoir operational 
scheme. The City of Gainesville and Hall County have yet to agree to any arrangements concerning the future use of Cedar Creek 
Reservoir at all. 
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73	 Under the 404(b)(1) guidelines, the alternatives analysis is the primary screening mechanism to determine the necessity of 
permitting a discharge of dredge or fill material. The guidelines prohibit all discharges of dredged or fill material into regulated 
waters, including wetlands, unless a discharge constitutes the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative that 
will achieve the basic purpose of a project proposal. The guidelines recognize that certain areas regulated by the Clean Water Act 
are deserving of special protection because of their ecological significance and positive contributions to the overall health or 
vitality of an ecosystem of a region. Among other things, these certain areas include special aquatic sites such as wetlands. 

74	 No Action - The No Action alternative should be reconsidered in light of the following recent developments, several of which have 
already been discussed: (1) the Court of Appeals decision that found that water supply is an authorized purpose of Lake Lanier; (2) 
the population and water demand projections that have been demonstrated to be grossly overestimated; and (3) the 
availability of aggressive water conservation and efficiency programs, and incentives and mandates that should be considered as 
viable options for significant water supply for Hall County. 
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Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement: Scoping Comments 

Topic: Alternatives 

Comment # Comment 

Water Conservation - The identified purpose of the Glades Reservoir project is water supply. Therefore, the Corps must evaluate 
all practicable alternatives such as water conservation and efficiency measures, which would not involve damaging waters of the 
United States. Unfortunately, the application lacks a thorough utility-specific analysis of water conservation and efficiency as 
water supply alternatives. The Corps must therefore undertake its own analysis in order to fully explore water-supply alternatives, 
particularly water conservation and efficiency measures. Water conservation and efficiency are proven, cost-effective, timely 
strategies for achieving water savings and securing uncontested water supplies. Water utilities that have invested in water 
efficiency programs have found that it is their cheapest water supply source. Urban areas like metropolitan Boston, MA and 
Seattle, W A are well-known examples of places where water conservation and efficiency have effectively reduced demand. While 
adding 2 million new customers, Boston effectively reduced demand by one-third to 1911 levels and obviated the need for a $300 
million dam on a tributary to the Connecticut River. Likewise, the water conservation measures used in Seattle, Washington's 
water supply planning have reduced water consumption by 24% since 1990, even though the population increased by 11 %. Hall 
County's 404 permit application does not include a utility-specific analysis of the water savings that could be realized through 
implementation of cost-effective water conservation and efficiency measures with the specific customer base, usage patterns, and 
characteristics of Hall County's customers and system. Hall County's permit application relies instead entirely on the planning work 
of the Metro District. The Metro District plan, while notable for its breadth covering 15 counties and over 60 utilities, is not 
tailored to meet the needs of each utility and as such does not optimize efficiency or water savings for anyone utility. 
Furthermore, the Metro District's suite of water conservation and efficiency measures was not intended to be "aggressive." 
Overall their assessment examined policies and programs that were low- or no-cost. From this assessment they developed three 
slightly different suites of policies and the District chose a comparatively moderate conservation approach. Moreover, the Metro 
District conservation program is not goal-oriented and does not seek to secure a defined amount of water supply savings. There 
are no performance criteria associated with the Metro District conservation measures, nor are participating utilities required to 
report the amount of water saved through the program, so gauging the effectiveness of the programs in terms of water savings is 
not possible. 
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76	 The Hall County permit application states that "Hall County and Gainesville plan to exceed the objectives set forth in the 2009 
[Metro District] Plan and the June 21, 2010 EPA Region IV Guidelines on Water Efficiency Measures for Water Supply Projects in 
the Southeast," however, nowhere in the permit application is there an explanation of how the County plans to exceed the 
objectives. It is unclear how the County intends to secure the water use reduction from 128.3 gallons per customer per day 
("gpcd") to 120 gpcd, and on what basis the county decided that this 6% reduction in water use per capita was all that was 
possible between 2011 and 2060. Indeed, passive or " natural conservation" alone--that is, reductions in water demand that will 
occur without the support of targeted programs or policies (when water wasting fixtures break and are then replaced with newer 
more efficient fixtures)--can result in a 5% reduction in per capita water use. 

77	 Moreover, it is unclear the extent to which the Metro District conservation and efficiency measures have actually been 
implemented in Hall County. A letter dated October 7, 2010, from former EPD Director F. Allen Barnes stated "that the county is 
complying with most [emphasis added] provisions of these [Metro District] plans and making a good faith effort to comply with 
items ..." Lastly, not only does the Hall County permit application not adequately assess the potential for water conservation and 
efficiency to reduce or entirely avoid the need for the proposed reservoir, the permit application does not include a complete or 
accurate assessment of the potential for water conservation and efficiency to minimize the need for the proposed reservoir. An 
assessment of this potential must be included in the EIS. Water conservation and efficiency measures are clearly less-damaging 
practicable alternatives to the construction of a new 850-acre impoundment. 

78	 Recycle and Reuse of Wastewater - The applicant does not adequately address this additional practicable alternative because it 
fails to project what amount of wastewater effluent will be available in 2060 even though it has current data available. The 
applicant admits that "within the fifty-year planning horizon, reuse and recycling will contribute to reducing unmet demand." 
While the applicant is confident in projecting its water supply need in 2060, it is reluctant to do the same for its wastewater 
effluent and to plan for increased reuse and recycling. This cherrypicking of projections is unreasonable and undermines the 
potential of this project alternative. Prior to proceeding with this application, the Corps must require that the County prepare a 
report including a calculation of associated current and projected water savings from reuse and recycling of water for its review. 

79	 Groundwater - The application reveals that the state EPD has permitted the withdrawal of 3.5 mgd of groundwater by Hall County. 
In its needs assessment, however, the County estimates that only 2.0 mgd groundwater will be used in 2060. The Corps must 
require the applicant to explain the rationale for reducing the anticipated groundwater supply from 3.5 to 2.0 mgd. Additionally, 
the Corps must require the County to provide specific data that supports the County's use of groundwater including the number 
and location of wells, each well's guaranteed performance, each well's drawdown (cone of influence) of groundwater resources 
under maximum use, what plans the County has for drilling new wells and where specifically, how the groundwater enters or 
influences the County's existing distribution system. 
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80	 Combinations of Alternatives - Throughout the preliminary alternatives analysis the applicant repeatedly and summarily rejects 
alternatives to the reservoir on the basis that the presence of a single alternative is not sufficient to avoid the construction of a 
new reservoir. However, the applicant does not meaningfully consider whether using a combination of multiple alternatives could 
together provide the water supply the County claims it needs. 

81	 Raising the Pool Level at Lake Lanier - Additionally, the applicant has not presented the alternative of raising the pool level at Lake 
Lanier to help supply Hall County and other areas. The County must apply to the Corps to study the feasibility of raising the pool 
level at the lake, which could provide tens of millions of gallons of more water supply than anything projected from the Glades 
Reservoir project and with less environmental damage. This study would be timely given the ongoing update of the Corps' Water 
Control Manual and the Corps' instructions from the Eleventh Circuit as described above. The Corps must include an alternative 
analysis of raising the pool level of Lake Lanier in its EIS. 

82	 Increase Size/Yield of Existing Cedar Creek Reservoir - The applicant states that Cedar Creek Reservoir, with a permitted yield of7.5 
mgd, cannot be expanded. EPD records show that the City of Gainesville has submitted a water withdrawal application for up to 
9.5 mgd. The EIS should include a review of the maximum safe yield for Cedar Creek Reservoir and determine whether an increase 
in the yield at Cedar Creek would affect Hall County's projected water supply need. 

83	 As a supporter of American Rivers, Upper Chattahoochee Riverkeeper, and Trout Unlimited, I urge the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers to deny the permit requests for Glades Reservoir (Hall County, GA) and Bear Creek Reservoir (Fulton County, GA), both 
projects to be located in the Chattahoochee River Basin.1 

84	 Rather, the region should maximize existing water supply sources such as Lake Lanier and take an aggressive stance on 
conservation and efficiency to generate large quantities of water at a fraction of the cost and with little or no environmental 
impact. I strongly urge the Corps to deny the permit requests for Glades and Bear Creek reservoirs.1 

85 We understand that the applicant for the permit is Hall County, which proposes to construct a dam and 850 acre lake on Flat 
Creek, which is a tributary of the Chattahoochee River, in northern Hall Lamar County, Georgia, northwest of the City of 
Gainesville. The primary purpose of the proposed pump-storage reservoir is to serve as a flow augmentation reservoir in 
conjunction with the Cedar Creek reservoir. The Cedar Creek Reservoir will serve as a public water supply for Hall County. The 
proposed Glades Reservoir and dam will be comprised of a new water supply reservoir, as well as pipelines and pumping stations 
for withdrawing water from the Chattahoochee River and for connecting with the existing Cedar Creek Reservoir. Construction of 
the project as proposed will reportedly impact approximately 850 acres, 39-481 acres of wetlands and 94,851 linear feet of 
streams. The project is in the initial stages of planning. 

1 This comment was received after the public scoping period had ended and is not included in the comment totals. 
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86 Alternatives Analysis: EPA encourages the Corps to evaluate all practicable alternatives to meet any remaining demand gap and 
should be evaluated, not just alternative impoundment sites. Such alternatives include, but are not limited to, implementing 
efficiency measures, additional withdrawal from Lake Lanier, direct intake from another location, expanding the Cedar Creek 
reservoir, raising elevation levels of Lake Lanier, grey water recycling, and any combination of the above. Alternatives should not 
be considered only in isolation. A list of suggested alternatives and issues to be considered in the alternatives analysis is outlined 
in the Detailed Comments Enclosure. 

87 The evaluation should consider the energy implications of this pumping and processing scheme through a life-cycle cost analysis, 
comparing the proposed option to expansion of the current water supply system. 
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88 There is sure to be objection about lost wetlands. They are extremely valuable to our ecology and aquifer. 
89 One of the main concerns I have about this is that -- is for them to control the amount of damage they do to the environment 

because I know that there is going to be a lot of adverse effects from creating these wetlands and from flooding this area. I just 
want to make sure they get all of the -- I guess, they do a lot of research on the ecology and see how it effects that area and how it 
will affect the surrounding areas as far as wetlands. But I do agree with this. I do agree with this idea. 

90 Not only will a reduction in fresh water entering the Apalachacola river system harm the ecosystem which has evolved for 
millennia and supports many families through oystering, shrimping and fishing. It will kill one of the last great pristine bays in 
North America. Is this a resource we can afford to lose? Chesapeake, Biscayne, Tampa Bay: All ruined. No fishing, no oysters, no 
shrimp, no money for commercial fishing families, no fun for recreational fishermen. Please don't do this! 

91 NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) reviewed the projects described in the public notice(s) listed below. Based on 
the information in the public notice(s), the proposed project(s) would NOT occur in the vicinity of essential fish habitat (EFH) 
designated by the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council or NMFS. Present staffing levels preclude further analysis of the 
proposed activities and no further action is planned. This position is neither supportive of nor in opposition to authorization of the 
proposed work. 

92 Aquatic Resources and Recreation: Lake Lanier and the upstream Chattahoochee River provide popular sport fishing and 
recreational opportunities. Species such as striped bass, walleye, shoal bass, spotted bass, and other species utilize the stretch of 
river within the proposed project either seasonally or year-round. Analysis of the proposed project should address potential 
impacts to species utilizing this stretch of river. 

93 The future impacts from land use changes around the reservoir need to be considered in the alternative analyses. This includes 
loss of forest, loss of riparian buffers, construction, future housing, increased impervious surfaces from roads, driveways, parking 
lots, and other land use changes. EPA is concerned about the potential impact of these future land use changes on water quality 
and recommends that these issues be fully assessed in the EIS. 

94 How will the dam block movement of aquatic species, on daily or seasonal timeframes? 
95 How will it prevent migration or recolonization, particularly in response to droughts or other disturbances? 
96 How will the reduction of floodplain forest reduce those areas contributions to the trophic base, water quality and habitat in the 

basin? 
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97 EPA recommends that an analysis be provided on the potential change to the aquatic life that will take place in the footprint of the 
reservoir. The UGA study (provided in the application) provided information on a species review from 2003, which included many 
species found in lotic (flowing) waters such as Flat Creek. Please include an analysis of the change in species that will take place as 
the reservoir is filled, specifically identifying those species that may be extirpated or not be able to survive in non-flowing 
conditions. 

98	 The Upper Chattahoochee contains species that don’t occur in the rest of the ACF basin. Two of those species, the river chub and 
the shoal bass were identified in the study provided. How will those species be affected when the system changes from lotic to 
lentic (non-flowing)? How will this affect the designated and existing use of this waterbody? 

99	 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 
any alternative involving impoundment: Functional assessment of all wetland, stream and upland habitats to be filled, flooded or 
cleared at maximum (not just average) pool level including future expansions. 

100	 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 
any alternative involving impoundment: Biological and water quality impacts to Lake Lanier. 

101	 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 
any alternative involving impoundment: The potential for reservoir aquatic weed problems. 

102	 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 
any alternative involving impoundment: Loss of flood plains and flood storage capacity. 

103	 Additionally, reservoirs are known to pose a threat to aquatic wildlife because they change the water temperatures downstream, 
as well as in the reservoirs themselves, and change the natural water flow patterns in rivers. Furthermore, native species of fish 
have a harder time surviving under those circumstances, opening the door for invasive species to come in. The EIS must include an 
analysis of the impacts of the project on water quality including temperature, stream flow patterns, and aquatic wildlife. 

104	 In support of its surface water withdrawal application for the Chattahoochee River withdrawal for the Glades project, and the 
request for the annual 7Q1O flow, Hall County submitted a Study of Flow Impacts on Fish Community in the Chattahoochee River 
Downstream of Proposed Water Intake. In the EIS the Corps should analyze the validity and conclusions presented in the 
study. The study acknowledges that it was conducted on a limited budget and with limited time. Furthermore, the study reveals 
that certain fish species would be harmed when the stream flow in its habitat was limited to an annual 7Q10 flow regime. 
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105	 Direct Impacts: The EIS must evaluate all of this project's direct impacts. Direct impacts of this project include, but are not limited 
to, the impacts to Flat Creek from construction of the reservoir, the impacts to the water quality and biodiversity of 
Chattahoochee River and Lake Lanier of the proposed water withdrawals, and the energy costs associated with operation of the 
proposed dam, pumping stations, and pipelines. Above, we outline several concerns regarding potentially significant adverse 
impacts of the proposed project on water quality, instream flows, riparian buffers, existing water supply sources, and local 
government finances. 

106	 Below Buford Dam, the Chattahoochee River supports a productive brown trout fishery as well as recreation in Chattahoochee 
River National Recreational Area ("CRNRA"), containing the first National Water Trail designated in the country. Therefore, the EIS 
also should consider any potential adverse impacts of the Glades project on the CRNRA as well as the brown trout fishery, 
especially those arising from adverse hydrological impacts to Lake Lanier. 

107	 Nonetheless, the EIS must include a detailed description of all project stream and wetland impacts resulting from the numerous 
actions proposed by Hall County including the reservoir and dam construction, pump stations and pipelines, and water treatment 
facilities and distribution lines. 

108	 I am an avid fisherman and have been on lakes Lanier, West Point, Bartlett's Ferry, Oliver, Eufaula and Seminole. It disgusts me to 
see the Atlanta area abuse our river like they do. The current flow is very important to many species of animals all the way from 
Helen GA to Apalachicola Florida. 
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109	 The Apalachicola River and Bay Ecosystems: The Apalachicola River and its floodplain ecosystem are unique, extensive and 
diverse. The non-tidal portion of the floodplain flanking the River supports a complex forest/swamp ecosystem covering more 
than 80,000 acres. More than 200 miles of off-channel floodplain sloughs, streams, and lakes within the Apalachicola River Basin 
are directly influenced by the volume of flow in the River itself. These off-channel areas provide important habitat for a wide 
variety of organisms including mollusks, crustaceans, fishes, amphibians, reptiles, mammaIs and birds. More than 80% of all fish 
species found in the Apalachicola River spend some portion of their life cycle in these floodplain habitats, and the diversity of tree 
species found in the floodplain is among the highest in North American river floodplains. The Apalachicola River discharges its 
nutrient-rich freshwater into the Apalachicola Bay, one of the most productive estuarine systems on the Gulf of Mexico coast. The 
280-squaremile Bay provides 90% of Florida's rich oyster harvest (10% of the national harvest), supports an active finfish industry, 
and serves as an important nursery area for many marine species. The Bay also is home to the Apalachicola National Estuarine 
Research Reserve, one of only 27 sites so designated by the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration as a 
research reserve, and which encompasses approximately 247,185 acres of land and water. The people of Florida are deeply 
committed to protecting the economy, environment and quality of life within the Apalachicola River and Bay Basin. Virtually all of 
the riparian land in the Apalachicola Basin has been placed in State or federal ownership, and very little water is withdrawn from 
the River for water supply or agricultural uses. Florida has purchased more than 280,000 acres of land and water in the Basin to 
protect and preserve the natural ecosystem. Toward that total, Florida invested more than $100 million to acquire 102,624 acres 
in 1999. With private conservation/preservation organizations and the United States, more than 500,000 acres have been 
acquired in the Apalachicola Basin and Bay areas. In addition to these significant expenditures, important cultural, historical and 
social values have evolved around the fishing industries of the Bay. The Apalachicola Bay Oyster, Apalachicola Bay Shrimp, 
Apalachicola Bay Blue Crab and several varieties of finfish have been commercially harvested from the Bay for generations. Entire 
communities have survived for generations on economies based on Bay fishing. 

110	 Specific Downstream Impacts. Any review analyzing impacts of the Corps' operations of the ACF Basin (including for 
the proposed Projects, which will impact ACF reservoir operation) should, at a minimum, evaluate, for each alternative, the 
following impacts for the Apalachicola River and Bay: Specific Apalachicola River Impacts: Effects of altered flow on all 
hydrologically-connected wetlands in the reservoirs, tributaries entering the reservoirs, and riverine floodplain and wetlands of 
the Apalachicola River (e.g., changes in vegetation type and acreage, inundation depth and duration, and backwater effects on the 
tributary wetlands). 
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111	 Specific Downstream Impacts. Any review analyzing impacts of the Corps' operations of the ACF Basin (including for 
the proposed Projects, which will impact ACF reservoir operation) should, at a minimum, evaluate, for each alternative, the 
following impacts for the Apalachicola River and Bay: Specific Apalachicola River Impacts: Loss of unique and biologically 
important aquatic habitats and spawning grounds (e.g., rock shelves, natural bank root systems, and woody debris) in the 
Apalachicola River during critical life history stages for fish and wildlife. 

112	 Specific Downstream Impacts. Any review analyzing impacts of the Corps' operations of the ACF Basin (including for 
the proposed Projects, which will impact ACF reservoir operation) should, at a minimum, evaluate, for each alternative, the 
following impacts for the Apalachicola River and Bay: Specific Apalachicola River Impacts: Fisheries impacts in Apalachicola River 
and effects of decreased connectivity to floodplain/ sloughs including, without limitation, impacts on listed species. 

113	 Specific Downstream Impacts. Any review analyzing impacts of the Corps' operations of the ACF Basin (including for 
the proposed Projects, which will impact ACF reservoir operation) should, at a minimum, evaluate, for each alternative, the 
following impacts for the Apalachicola River and Bay: Specific Apalachicola River Impacts: Effects of decreased flow on Gulf striped 
bass and Sturgeon thermal refugia in Apalachicola River. 

114	 Specific Downstream Impacts. Any review analyzing impacts of the Corps' operations of the ACF Basin (including for 
the proposed Projects, which will impact ACF reservoir operation) should, at a minimum, evaluate, for each alternative, the 
following impacts for the Apalachicola River and Bay: Specific Apalachicola River Impacts: Vegetation changes in the Apalachicola 
River floodplain, including low flow impacts to freshwater aquatic vegetation and fisheries near Apalachicola River delta and Bay. 

115	 Specific Downstream Impacts. Any review analyzing impacts of the Corps' operations of the ACF Basin (including for 
the proposed Projects, which will impact ACF reservoir operation) should, at a minimum, evaluate, for each alternative, the 
following impacts for the Apalachicola River and Bay: Specific Apalachicola River Impacts: Disruption in natural food web if flows 
are reduced significantly (i.e., crayfish, mussel, macroinvertebrate populations in river and floodplain). 

116	 Specific Downstream Impacts. Any review analyzing impacts of the Corps' operations of the ACF Basin (including for 
the proposed Projects, which will impact ACF reservoir operation) should, at a minimum, evaluate, for each alternative, the 
following impacts for the Apalachicola River and Bay: Specific Apalachicola Bay Impacts: Physical estuary structure changes (e.g. 
increased tidal influence with inflow reduction). 

117	 Specific Downstream Impacts. Any review analyzing impacts of the Corps' operations of the ACF Basin (including for 
the proposed Projects, which will impact ACF reservoir operation) should, at a minimum, evaluate, for each alternative, the 
following impacts for the Apalachicola River and Bay: Specific Apalachicola Bay Impacts: Changes to transport of material to 
estuary. 
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118	 Specific Downstream Impacts. Any review analyzing impacts of the Corps' operations of the ACF Basin (including for 
the proposed Projects, which will impact ACF reservoir operation) should, at a minimum, evaluate, for each alternative, the 
following impacts for the Apalachicola River and Bay: Specific Apalachicola Bay Impacts: Potential increase in invasive species in 
Bay (and River) due to their ability to take advantage of changes. 

119	 Fish and Wildlife Development on West Point is also a authorized purpose that is not currently being met. When the ACF system is 
dry, the Corps must often forfeit spawn operations or sustained elevations for the spawn) to meet downstream flows. Sacrificing 
this authorized purpose has devastating impacts on the West Point Lake fishery. Withholding water at Glade Shoals during dry 
weather can only exacerbate this problem. 

120	 Scientific studies have not been done on the effect such interbasin transfers have on aquatic life and overall environmental health 
of the receiving basin. 

121	 The Chattahoochee is a delicate, slightly recovering ecosystem.  Please conserve it, not destroy it.  Thank you. 
122	 Impacts to the productivity of Apalachicola Bay from reduced freshwater flows resulted in lost production of marine species 

including fish, shell fish, and wildlife which brought the Bay close to a near disastrous unraveling of the food web. These effects 
have been described in the report: Importance of River Flow to the Apalachicola River-Bay System (Robert J. Livingston, 
Department of Biological Science, Florida State University, Tallahassee, Florida, September 2008).  Freshwater declines during the 
recent drought increased salinity levels in the Bay and extended the duration of the time that high salinities persisted in the Bay 
resulting in 80% of the oyster bars being decimated by predators that inundate the bars during periods of higher salinity. 

123	 In addition to affecting water quality for fish and wildlife as discussed above, reservoir construction and operation can significantly 
impact aquatic communities by altering downstream flows, fragmenting and destroying stream and wetland habitat, and 
impinging/entraining fish and their eggs. Each of these impacts is discussed below and should be addressed in the EIS. 

124	 Downstream Flows: The proposed project will result in reduced downstream flows, which can have numerous effects on aquatic 
ecology including: increased concentrations of contaminants, increased water temperatures, lower dissolved oxygen, reduced 
sediment transport, and reduced habitat availability, all of which can reduce populations of aquatic organisms. A comprehensive 
assessment on how reduced flows could specifically impact aquatic organisms in the ACF Basin is presented in our Draft FWCA 
report to the USACE (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2011). 

125	 Habitat Loss: Inundating 18 miles of free-flowing stream habitat and 39.20 acres of associated wetlands will significantly deplete 
natural aquatic habitat within the Flat Creek watershed. These wetlands and streams provide diverse habitat for a number of fish 
and wildlife species. The section of stream closest to the dam site is in excellent condition with many riffles and pools, and a 
diverse vegetative community. Aquatic communities will be changed from stream fish, mussels and aquatic insects and 
invertebrates to lentic species that occur in still or lake waters. 
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126	 Habitat Continuity: In addition to destroying stream habitat, the Glades reservoir dam will further fragment stream connectivity, 
and block fish migration and recolonization in a watershed that has already been significantly impacted by Lake Lanier. 
Fragmentation of stream habitat impacts smaller riverine fish, such as minnows, darters, and madtoms. Populations isolated in 
areas upstream of dams are subject to extirpation when reproductive failure or high mortality due to drought or other factors 
cannot be counterbalanced by recolonization from downstream sources (Winston et al. 1991). In contrast, research indicates 
that disturbed fish communities can quickly return to their original abundances if fish have unrestricted access to the reaches and 
the environment returns to its original state (Peterson and Bayley 1993). Curtailment of fish migrations in rivers is thought to have 
contributed to the precipitous decline in North American mussels. Nearly all native mussels depend on one or more fish species to 
serve as hosts for the immature stage, the glochidia. By blocking fish movements, dams have eliminated host fish availability in 
reaches otherwise supportive of mussel populations (Williams et al. 1993). 

127	 Entrainment and Impingement: The EIS should address structure design to evaluate potential long-term impacts on fish 
populations due to entrainment and impingement. Entrainment occurs when fish and/or their eggs and larvae are killed or injured 
when they are drawn into a water intake and cannot escape. Impingement occurs when an organism is sucked against an 
intake screen and is unable to free itself. Impacts are likely to vary by species depending on swimming ability, sensitivity to contact 
with hard surfaces, and intake design. 

128	 I currently live, work, an love this place, and have for the last 40 years at the very bottom of this ecological wet land known as the 
Apalachicola River a mighty amazing an beautiful place, where fresh water meets salt, and my comment is on the (Glades 
Reservoir) I am sorry to hear of Atlanta, Georgia, Florida water woes, But if they keep taking the water out the Rivers, they will 
KILL this place down here. For you see you have to have the right mixture of (FRESH  WATER) and salt water for most all the 
Aquatic wildlife. The fish, shrimp, oysters, crabs, everything down here is in DANGER of being extinct, if they keep taking the 
water. It has already been on the decline in the last 10 years, they have been taking more and more of the precious FRESH WATER 
that is needed to keep this ecological wildlife alive, not to mention the millions in seafood an jobs at risk and yes we to will suffer, 
we the PEOPLE. 

129	 The “intensity” of the cumulative impacts of water allocation in Georgia and reservoir management on the ACF must also be 
analyzed by the Corps.  These impacts include: “Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or local law or 
requirements imposed for the protection of the environment”— the proposed action threatens to violate the federal Clean Water 
Act, National Environmental Policy Act, Endangered Species Act, and Water Supply Act.  The Water Resources Act by the Florida 
Legislature in 1972 defines the minimum flow for a given watercourse as the limit at which further withdrawals would be 
"significantly harmful" to the water resources or ecology of the area.  Further withdrawals will in fact violate this state law, which 
is already violated based on existing impacts from current withdrawals in the state of Georgia. 
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130	 Consistent flows and cool water temperatures are critical to maintain the robust wild brown trout population that led to the 
Chattahoochee River being recognized by Trout Unlimited as one of America's 100 Best Trout Streams, and the America's Great 
Waters Coalition list of America's Great Waters. For these reasons, Glades Reservoir and Bear Creek Reservoir do not meet the 
standard for permitting.2 

131	 Significant Impacts to Wetlands and Streams: The magnitude of impacts to aquatic resources for this proposed project is very 
concerning to EPA. Given that the applicant proposes the impoundment of over 90,000 linear feet of streams and 39-48 acres of 
wetlands, considerable ecological function would be lost. Some stream resources observed at the March 1, 2012, interagency site 
visit appear to be in very good condition. EPA considers the tributary system of the Upper Chattahoochee River Basin, including 
Flat Creek, to be aquatic resources of national importance (ARNI). EPA thinks that the remaining streams in this region are 
essential for providing important water quality, water quantity, and wildlife benefits. EPA recommends the Corps include in the 
EIS a full assessment of the impacted streams and wetlands, and include a functional assessment of the resources located within 
the footprint of the proposed reservoir. 

2 This comment was received after the public scoping period had ended and is not included in the comment totals. 
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132	 My overbiding concern is destroying forever Native American artifacts. Too much of my heritage is being destroyed all in the name 
of Progress. Our city and county has no compunction in tearing down very good buildings and then spending millions on buildings, 
arenas, etc. all in the name of bringing in new tourism and new business. While our past heritage, rich as it is in this area and so 
many more in Georgia are being obliterated. I am strongly opposed with all that is being proposed while Gainesville is being 
rapidly depleted from its rich Native American history. We've seen too many huge proposed projects fail miserably in and around 
Gainesville. I beseech all of you have Indian blood coursing through your veins to please comment on this subject and fight what is 
being proposed. 
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133	 At this time, Alabama is aware of several activities within the Chattahoochee River Basin within the State of Georgia that have 
impacted or will impact the quantity, quality, or timing of water flow into Alabama, including a proposed reallocation of storage at 
Lake Lanier and other proposed or constructed water supply storage reservoirs. Alabama believes that the Corps in preparing the 
EIS is required to conduct a full and adequate analysis of the environmental impacts of these activities, specifically including the 
indirect and cumulative impacts of the actual and proposed activities within the Chattahoochee Basin. 

134	 Suggestion of Changes to Revised Interim Operations Plan: Certain materials submitted by Hall County seem to suggest that an 
alteration be made to the Corps' current Revised Interim Operations Plan ("RIOP") for Lake Lanier in order to mitigate 
effects on Lake Lanier from the proposed project. As part of the EIS process, potential changes in the RIOP should be examined to 
assess their effects on downstream threatened and endangered species as well as on hydropower generation at Buford Dam, 
downstream federal projects, and downstream water quality. The suggestion to alter the RIOP signals a willingness to place the 
interests of the Atlanta metropolitan area above the interests of downstream communities, including those in Alabama. The FWS 
should be closely consulted as to the effects of a change to the RIOP. 

135	 Principal among these is the future operations of Lake Lanier and the remaining federal reservoirs (West Point Lake, Lake W.F. 
George and Lake Seminole). Litigation is ongoing regarding authorized purposes of Lake Lanier; specifically whether water supply 
is an authorized purpose in addition to hydropower and flood control. Therefore, the EIS will require that a challengeable 
assumption be made regarding future operations of Lake Lanier. 

136	 It is also my understanding that the Mobile District is preparing an amended RIOP which will differ in some manner from the 
current RIOP. This introduces further uncertainty into the modeling assumptions made by the applicant and also into the EIS 
regarding future reservoir operations. 

137	 The simulations conducted by the applicant reference the Revised Interim Operating Procedures (RIOP) prepared and 
implemented by the Mobile District COE. There is a well-documented record of technical objections and concerns by the State of 
Florida regarding the RIOP and violation of the Apalachicola River flow requirements. 
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138	 Furthermore, simulations of the RIOP conducted by the Mobile District using Georgia's 2017 water demand (without the 
diversions to the Glades and Cedar Creek Reservoirs) predicted that during the simulated equivalent of the period 01/01/99 to 
03/30/08, flows into the Apalachicola River would be 4,550 cfs for 80 days. In addition, the simulation indicated that inflows to 
the Apalachicola River would be at or below 5,050 cfs for 550 days. These included a continuous period of flows in the range of 
4,550 to 5,050 cfs for 177 days (~ 6 months) in 2000, 68 consecutive days (~2 months) in 2001, 117 consecutive days (~4 months) 
in 2002 and 214 consecutive days (~7 months) in 2007. For comparison, the observed flows at the Chattahoochee gage on the 
Apalachicola River were 5,050 cfs or less on only 72 days vs. 550 days under the RIOP with 2017 Georgia demands. Clearly, the 
diversions to the Glades and Cedar Creek reservoirs will significantly add to the cumulative impacts of withdrawals in the Upper 
Chattahoochee River Basin on Apalachicola River and other needs below Lake Lanier. Therefore, the EIS should address the 
cumulative impact of withdrawals in the upper basin and not just the increment al increase due to the Glades and Cedar Creek 
diversion. 

139	 Even under current levels of withdrawal in the upper basin, the RIOP is biased towards storage of water in Lake Lanier versus 
releases for downstream needs. This was evident as recently as last December and January. During this period, the Mobile District 
preferentially stored water in Lanier for a month while restricting releases to Apalachicola River. Starting on 12/21/11 and 
continuing to 01/22/12 the inflow to Lanier was 75,120 dsf and outflow was 25,868 dsf. Therefore, a total of 49,252 dsf was added 
to storage (=97,690 acre-ft.). Using the stage-storage curve for Lanier, this equates to a computed elevation change of +2.92 feet. 
This closely matches the +2.88 feet of observed increase in the level of Lake Lanier during this period. Under the current RIOP, 
when composite storage of the federal reservoirs is below the top of Composite Zone 3, the COE can reduce the release to 
Apalachicola River to 5,000 cfs and continue at this level until Composite Storage reaches the top of Composite Zone 2. Therefore, 
earlier this year, the COE raised the level of Lake Lanier by 3 feet, increased composite storage by approximately 300,000 acre-feet 
(see Figure 1, below) while restricting releases to Apalachicola River to an average of 5,900 cfs and as low as 5,070 cfs. This is just 
one of many instances in which releases to Apalachicola River have been the first to be reduced when low flow conditions occur. 
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140	 In summary, under low flow conditions there is currently insufficient water in the basin to meet all consumptive demands and 
provide for the water needs of Apalachicola River and Bay and the water quality and environmental resources of the entire ACF 
basin. As outlined above, Apalachicola River is already being impacted by the upstream withdrawals and associated reservoir 
operations during low flows. Simulations conducted by the Mobile District of the RIOP with Georgia's 2017 demands show 
even greater impacts on Apalachicola River then are now occurring. The addition of the diversions to the Glades and Cedar Creek 
Reservoirs will further increase the cumulative withdrawals in the upper portion of the Chattahoochee Basin resulting in additional 
impacts on the Florida's water needs for Apalachicola River. Unfortunately, the application materials for Glades and Cedar Creek 
diversions indicate that the actual low flow augmentation by the applicant will be limited to maintaining only the 
7Q10 or "natural flow, whichever is less. At flows greater than this, between 133 and 245 cfs can be diverted from the 
Chattahoochee River. Only vague references to high flows and high to moderate flows are provided to indicate when 245 cfs may 
be diverted versus 133 cfs. Further, no commitment appears to have been made by the applicant specifying the actual return 
flows to Lake Lanier that will be achieved. The EIS will be further complicated by the uncertainty regarding operation of the 
reservoirs and in particular Lake Lanier. Ongoing litigation may result in substantial changes to the operations, which could alter 
the impact analysis. Also, modifications to the current RIOP by the Mobile District will likely alter current operations and the 
scheduled re leases to Apalachicola River. Each of these will need to the examined by the EIS if the cumulative impacts are to be 
realistically determined throughout the ACF river system. 

141	 The cumulative effects of holding back water in the ACF system has negatively impacted the Apalachicola River and Bay.  Another 
dam and reservoir on the ACF system will continue the low flows to the river. Thousands of trees have died in the river bottom-
land swamps and important fisheries have dried up. 

142	 To FDEP's knowledge, no programmatic EIS for these and other proposed reservoirs is planned. The Corps must evaluate resulting 
impacts, providing careful consideration of alternatives to development of new water supply sources, including water 
conservation measures, wastewater reuse and recycling, and other alternatives such as inter-basin transfers to the ACF Basin and 
desalination, Georgia's Water Contingency Planning Task Force has already identified (though rejecting many) such alternatives to 
additional water supply sources. 
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143	 The Corps should also evaluate the impacts of growth induced by providing new sources of water supply in the ACF Basin. NEPA 
requires that all secondary/indirect impacts of this population growth must be assessed. The formation of Glades Reservoir will 
attract growth and development to Hall County. Increased development and creation of recreational demand will in turn affect 
the management of the proposed Projects and further increase water supply demands. This development will increase Hall 
County's water supply demands, which in turn will further reduce flows downstream as well as increase wastewater discharges. 
Water quality impacts from additional wastewater discharges should be evaluated, and the Corps should assess all of the potential 
impacts caused by its facilitation of any population increase. 

144	 At a minimum, for purposes of the cumulative impact analysis, the EIS also should include and analyze the following reasonably 
foreseeable actions: All depletions of water within the entire ACF Basin, including metro-Atlanta uses, irrigation in the Flint River 
Basin, and reservoir evaporation (minimally including grandfathered and permitted acreage). This analysis must reflect the best 
available information on the effects of ground water pumping on stream flows, which at least equal those quantified by the USGS 
ground water model for southwest Georgia. 

145	 At a minimum, for purposes of the cumulative impact analysis, the EIS also should include and analyze the following reasonably 
foreseeable actions: Depletions of water from growth in the metro-Atlanta region, as well as other cumulative impacts from 
population growth within the region. 

146	 At a minimum, for purposes of the cumulative impact analysis, the EIS also should include and analyze the following reasonably 
foreseeable actions: All modifications to seasonal timing or altered timing of flows caused by both federal and non-federal 
reservoir operations. Special attention should be given to Corps policies to hold reservoirs high, to operational changes that 
redistribute and/ or store water previously released for navigation support, and to effects of thousands of small reservoirs 
(current and future) in the ACF Basin, for which a comprehensive review of impacts and a programmatic EIS should be (but has not 
been) undertaken. 

147	 At a minimum, for purposes of the cumulative impact analysis, the EIS also should include and analyze the following reasonably 
foreseeable actions: All point source and large-scale non-point source discharges of pollutants. 

148	 At a minimum, for purposes of the cumulative impact analysis, the EIS also should include and analyze the following reasonably 
foreseeable actions: Effects of flow alterations and continued loss of main channel and floodplain aquatic habitats on fish and 
wildlife populations (including listed species) dependent on such habitats and main channel connectivity for extended spawning 
and nursery periods. 

149	 At a minimum, for purposes of the cumulative impact analysis, the EIS also should include and analyze the following reasonably 
foreseeable actions: Implementation of management plans with reasonable "drought condition" triggers. 
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150	 At a minimum, for purposes of the cumulative impact analysis, the EIS also should include and analyze the following reasonably 
foreseeable actions: The occurrence of more severe and/ or extended droughts in the future. 

151	 I guess a few comments I have at this point is, since this is looking at future water use for this one particular county, Glades -- no, 
it's not Glades, it's Hall County, one of the questions I asked that nobody knew, was whether all the grow-out projections for all 
the other counties below it along the watershed would be sort of factored into whether this would be allowed. Because currently 
we feel we don't get enough water here as it is. And so, since this would be taking water out, even though some would be coming 
back down, there's got to be some sort of net loss that would be coming our way. And since this is for future use, if all of the other 
counties below it are also going to be looking for future use from potentially the same watershed, how is that going to be modeled 
or factored into whether this is allowed to happen. 

152	 The cumulative impact of permitting water storage for speculative growth in Hall County must be weighed against needs of the 
entire basin. Simply loading massive population growth into a small corner of the basin and transferring available water in the 
basin to that speculative growth location at the expense of the entire basin can not be tolerated. In addition the project can not be 
assessed simply on its own merits (or lack thereof). It must be assessed against the planned and potential additional of ALL 
contemplated reservoir additions and expansions on the ACF system. Simply choking off all the tributaries that feed the main 
channel of the Chattahoochee  a bit at a time will only lead to the destruction of flow and environmental catastrophe a piece at a 
time. That cumulative impact must be totally understood by all stakeholders in the ACF and the governments of the basin. 

153	 The cumulative effects of this proposed project are potentially massive and at this time are poorly understood. It is incumbent on 
the Corps and applicant to satisfy the legal requirement of NEPA to thoroughly vet these impacts. At a minimum it would seem 
that the Corps should first be able to guarantee it can and will meet current authorized purposes at its existing reservoirs before 
permitting new upstream storage on the system. 

154	 Additionally, consideration during the EIS process, should be given to evaluating the following general topics: Impacts on 
downstream resources and users on the Chattahoochee and Oconee River basins. 

155	 The Franklin County Board of County Commissioners unanimously objects to the creation of the Glades Reservoir. The Board is 
adamantly opposed to this reservoir, or any reservoir, that is going to withdraw more water from the Chattahoochee River 
system. The Chattahoochee River ultimately flows into the Apalachicola Bay and the Bay is already suffering stress from lack of 
freshwater. The creation of the Glades Reservoir is only to compound this problem.  The Board is trying to protect its economic 
base and a national environmental treasure in protecting the water flow into the Apalachicola Bay. 
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156	 The future impacts from land use changes around the reservoir need to be considered in the alternative analyses. This includes 
loss of forest, loss of riparian buffers, construction, future housing, increased impervious surfaces from roads, driveways, parking 
lots, and other land use changes. EPA is concerned about the potential impact of these future land use changes on water quality 
and recommends that these issues be fully assessed in the EIS. 

157	 Finally, what is the cumulative impact on aquatic biota from reservoirs in the area (including more numerous, smaller 
impoundments?) 

158	 Finally, landscape models should be employed at the watershed scale to estimate potential secondary impacts of the Glades 
Reservoir project on downstream water quality. We recommend the Army COE coordinate with the Georgia Environmental 
Protection Division to conduct these analyses and that the Army COE utilize the same watershed/water quality model used to 
develop the Lake Lanier TMDL. 

159	 When evaluating the impacts the Glades Reservoir will have throughout the entire Chattahoochee system from North Georgia 
through Alabama and Florida, are the cumulative affects from other proposed reservoirs within the watershed being considered? 
Any evaluation of impacts to the basin should consider the cumulative effects of currently proposed and reasonably foreseeable 
impoundments in the ACF, not just consider this project in isolation. EPA recommends that these cumulative impacts be studies 
and discussed in the EIS. 

160	 The Army COE operates the ACF basin as a system. Therefore, how will this alteration of the upper portion of this system affect 
downstream project units and operations? 

161	 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 
any alternative involving impoundment: Cumulative impact issues including historical wetland/stream loss in watershed. 

162	 Effects on regional air quality, long-term effects on water quality in the Chattahoochee watershed, and species impacts must also 
be assessed in the indirect impact analysis. 
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163	 Cumulative impacts result from the incremental impacts on the environment from a project when added to past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions in the same area. These impacts can arise from individually minor but collectively significant 
actions taking place over a period of time. In this case, examination of all cumulative impacts is crucial to making an informed 
decision about the viability of this project considering all of its environmental costs. The Chattahoochee River system downstream 
of the proposed Glades Reservoir and withdrawal project is already under considerable stress from existing dams, water 
withdrawals, pollution discharge, and interbasin transfers. The EIS must examine the river system as a whole, including other 
proposed reservoirs in the basin such as the Bear Creek project in South Fulton County. Concerns have been expressed about this 
proposed project from stakeholders in Alabama and Florida, in addition to downstream interests within Georgia, so the Corps 
must examine this project in light of the incremental effects it will have on the Chattahoochee system. In fact, the Corps' Mobile 
District continues to raise concerns over the potential adverse impacts these dams may have on their ability to operate the ACF to 
meet all authorized purposes. The EIS must address any potential impacts to the Mobile District's ability to operate the entire ACF 
system. 

164	 These comments are being submitted for the Corps' public scoping meeting in Gainesville on March 20, 2012, on the 
environmental impact statement for the Section 404 permit for Glades Reservoir in Hall County GA.  One issue that must be 
addressed in this scoping decision, is Florida's January 2010 demand for a programmatic EIS that considers the cumulative impact 
of all proposed withdrawals and reservoirs (including Glades) in the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint (ACF) Basin, and that also 
considers other water supply options such as interbasin transfers (IBTs) into the ACF Basin and desalination. See 
http://www.dep.state.fl.us/mainpage/acf/files/letters/010410zettle.pdf. At Section D.3 of this letter, Florida stated: "For one of 
the planned reservoirs, the Glades Reservoir, the Corps Savannah District is currently considering a Clean Water Act Section 404 
permit, though no programmatic EIS for these and other proposed reservoirs is planned. The cumulative impacts of the proposed 
reservoirs, and any additional water supply sources or diversions necessitated by the Phase 1 Order, must be evaluated by the 
Corps as part of the WCM EIS process." (Emphasis supplied.) 
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165	 Revised Interim Operations Plan Modification and Associated Consultation: Pending adoption of the new WCM, the Corps 
currently operates the ACF reservoirs pursuant to the 2008 RIOP, and the terms of its resultant Biological Opinion ("BiOp") by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ("FWS"). Following significant mortality events for listed mussels in September 2010, however, FWS 
and the Corps Mobile District reinitiated consultation on the Revised Interim Operations Plan ("RIOP"). As a result, an amended 
RIOP and amended BiOp are being prepared and are estimated to be completed by the end of May 2012. The Corps' 
implementation of a new RIOP, and any limitations imposed pursuant to FWS ESA consultation and resulting BiOp, is a connected 
and related action to the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects that must be adequately analyzed in the current EIS. Since the 
proposed action and its associated analyses are based on the 2008 RIOP, the impacts and alternatives of the proposed Projects 
must be re-evaluated once the new RIOP and BiOp become available. 

166	 Interdependence and Interaction with the RIOP: The effect of the operation of the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects on 
downstream flows will exacerbate impacts from ongoing Corps operations in the ACF Basin, including Corps operations under the 
RIOP and compliance with the BiOp. The RIOP flow regime under the BiOp is limited by an incidental take statement ("ITS") as well 
as reasonable and prudent measures ("RPMs"). The proposed Glades Reservoir Projects will reduce flows in the ACF Basin as a 
whole, and hold back much needed water during times of drought when threatened and endangered species need it the most. 
Since the minimum release provisions of the RIOP are based on basin inflows, which the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects will 
reduce, the proposed Projects are directly connected actions to the RIOP. The Corps must consider the resulting effects on the 
RIOP regime and the Corps' ability to comply with the ITS and RPMs. 

167	 Moreover, following significant mortality events for listed mussels in September 2010, FWS and the Corps Mobile District 
reinitiated consultation on the RIOP. The Mobile District has recently released a revised amended Biological Assessment, which 
includes proposed modifications to the RIOP. FWS anticipates it will complete its amended BiOp on the new RIOP by the end of 
May 2012. In the meantime, it is clear from FWS' prior analyses that upstream consumption such as that proposed as part of the 
Projects, is a significant cumulative effect that adversely affects the species of concern. See 50 C.F.R. § 402.14(g)(3). The Corps' 
implementation of a new RIOP, and any limitations imposed pursuant to the ESA § 7 consultation and resulting BiOp, is a 
connected and related action to the Projects that must be adequately analyzed in the current EIS as part of the Savannah District's 
NEPA obligations. 
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168	 Finally, the Apalachicola River and Bay - and indeed, the entire State of Florida - are protected by the enforceable policies of the 
federally approved Florida Coastal Management Program ("FCMP"). Therefore, pursuant to the CZMA, the Corps' actions which 
affect the Apalachicola River and Bay must be consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the FCMP. To the extent the 
proposed Glades Reservoir Projects impact the Corps' operation of Lake Lanier or the ACF reservoirs, the resulting operational 
changes also must be consistent with the FCMP. The FCMP includes enforceable policies of 24 Florida statutes administered by 
eight State agencies and five water management districts designed to ensure the wise use and protection of the State's water, 
property, cultural, historic, and biological resources; to protect public health; to minimize the State's vulnerability to coastal 
hazards; to ensure orderly, managed growth; to protect the State's transportation system; and to sustain a vital economy. As part 
of its NEPA analysis, the Corps must recognize the significance of the Apalachicola River and Bay ecosystems and the special 
protections afforded these ecosystems by the State of Florida. In addition, the Corps must evaluate the direct, indirect and 
cumulative impacts to the Apalachicola River and Bay ecosystems, including those listed below. 

169	 Cumulative Impacts: The Corps must assess the potential cumulative impacts of the proposed reservoir as part of its NEPA review. 
See 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7. For the purposes of NEPA, cumulative impacts are defined as "the impact on the environment which 
results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
regardless of what agency (Federal or Non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions." Id. "Cumulative impacts can result 
from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time." Id. CEQ regulations require analysis 
of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts from both actual proposals and contemplated actions. See Fritiofson v. Alexander, 772 
F.2d 1225, 1243-45 (5th Cir. 1985), overruled on other grounds, Sabine River Authority v. U.S. Dep't of Interior, 951 F.2d 669 (5th 
Cir.1992). Accordingly, the Corps should review the cumulative impact of the Projects added to the impacts of (1) the current 
operation of Corps reservoirs in the ACF Basin, including Lake Lanier for water supply; (2) the projected increases in water supply 
demands and withdrawals in the ACF Basin; and (3) the proposed construction of additional water supply reservoirs and water 
supply sources in the ACF Basin. 

170	 Depletions associated with the proposed Projects must be considered as part of the cumulative impact of all depletions from the 
ACF system. The FWS has recognized that increases in depletions will continue to adversely impact downstream flows. As part of 
the EIS process, the Corps must evaluate impacts of the proposed Projects in conjunction with proposed new sources for water 
supply or diversion, such as increases in storage pools of existing federal reservoirs or new reservoirs planned for the ACF Basin. 
For example, to meet projected increases in water supply demands, the 2009 District PIan identified 6 planned reservoirs and 2 
storage (no additional yield) reservoirs projected to be constructed in the Metro Water District by 2035, and (post-2035) 17 more 
potential new reservoirs and water sources. 
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171	 Our use of the waters of the Apalachicola will be diminished by additional and cumulate impacts of further withdrawals and 
depletions from the ACF System related to the Glades Reservoir. 

172	 Furthermore, the water use promoted by the construction of the Glades Reservoir will impact the operations the Mobile District 
of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Mobile District) implement on the ACF River Basin.  Thru direct withdrawal and evaporation 
from the existence of the reservoir the project will impact the Mobile District’s operational plan and Water Control Manual which 
has been under revision for over 20 years.  The impacts therefore come under the jurisdiction of the Mobile District and must be 
part of the consideration to that management plan.  This will require development of an Instream Flow Assessment to determine 
the needs of the downstream users including, but not limited to, the Apalachicola River and Bay. 

173	 Reduction of Downstream Flows and Associated Impacts: The divergence (30-38% decline) from baseline flows that existed before 
dams were constructed on the rivers of the ACF River System and described in Attachment 1 has resulted in significant impacts to 
Apalachicola River, Floodplain, and Bay.  The existence and proposed uses for the Glades Reservoir will further reduce flows 
downstream and exacerbate the cumulative ecological, cultural and economic impacts to Apalachicola River, Floodplain, and Bay 
area.  River level declines have impacted the Apalachicola Floodplain and River by reducing the connection of the river to the 
floodplain and inundation durations.  The reduced and lost connectivity has resulted in significant loss of millions of trees, fish and 
wildlife habitat, and fish and wildlife.  The USGS has issued reports (Professional Paper 1594, Scientific Investigations Report 2008
5062, Scientific Investigations Report 2008-5173) which establish impacts that have and are occurring to the Apalachicola River 
due to reductions in flow attributable to actions of the Corps’ and the State of Georgia. 

174	 Cumulative Impacts of Water Allocation in Georgia: Water allocation by the State of Georgia has been improving, but is 
inconsistent and relatively uncontrolled with no consideration of the instream flow needs when it comes to allocation of water. 
The State of Georgia is not willing or prepared to determine what allocations are appropriate or can be made without causing 
harm to downstream users.  This particular proposed reservoir will deplete the Chattahoochee River System by an additional 72 
MGD. Evaporation will further increase this loss during the warmer months of the year.  Increases in water temperature and 
reductions in DO will be associated with the reservoir after constructed and filled. While the depletion and impacts to 
downstream users may seem small in comparison to other users, it is certain that the impacts described above demonstrate that 
over-allocation of the water resources has occurred at existing water use levels.  Additional depletions from the system will 
exacerbate those impacts.  The State of Georgia should not justify the allocation of additional withdrawals from the system 
knowing that such impacts are occurring to downstream users. 
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175	 The “intensity” of the cumulative impacts of water allocation in Georgia and reservoir management on the ACF must also be 
analyzed by the Corps. These impacts include: “The degree to which the proposed action affects public health or safety”—because 
of the potentially significant adverse effects on downstream water quality due to lower flows in the Apalachicola River and higher 
salinity in Apalachicola Bay, this is of heightened concern. 

176	 The “intensity” of the cumulative impacts of water allocation in Georgia and reservoir management on the ACF must also be 
analyzed by the Corps. These impacts include: “The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly 
uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks”—given the uncertainty regarding future allocation out of Lake Lanier for meeting 
metro Atlanta water supply needs, potential for future droughts, and climate change, the magnitude of impacts on the 
Apalachicola River and Bay may in fact prove to be significant. 

177	 The “intensity” of the cumulative impacts of water allocation in Georgia and reservoir management on the ACF must also be 
analyzed by the Corps. These impacts include: “Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but 
cumulatively significant impacts”—of particular concern is the cumulative effect of this withdrawal along with other past, present, 
and future withdrawals on the Apalachicola River and Bay’s water and habitat quality, recreation, commercial productivity and 
listed species. 

178	 The cumulative loss of natural stream and wetland habitat in the entire ACF watershed and potential effect on downstream 
aquatic resources is an important issue that should be addressed in the EIS. 

179	 On behalf of White County, Georgia, I would like to provide you with a few comments on the proposed Glades Reservoir for future 
drinking water for Hall County and its impact on White County, Georgia. White County is adjacent to Hall County on its northern 
border.  White County's current population is approximately 27,200 persons.  The county has experienced more than a 100% 
population growth since 1990.  Projected population growth places the county at more than 50,000 persons over the next twenty-
five years.  White County consistently remains around the 100 fastest growing counties in the nation.  Employment patterns show 
that 22% of those working in White County commute from Hall County and that approximately seven percent of the White County 
labor force commutes into Hall County for employment.  Geographically, all of White County (151,512 acres) is located in the 
Chattahoochee River watershed, and the county serves as the headwaters for the river basin.   Approximately 52,000 acres of 
White County is publicly owned by the United States government and the State of Georgia. Data from the White County 
geographic information system shows that total watershed area for the proposed Glades Reservoir is approximately 11,300 acres, 
with 10,430 lying in Hall County and 870 acres located in White County (7.7% of the watershed).  In the State of Georgia this 
qualifies as a small water supply watershed - less than 100 square miles.  Attached are maps identifying the watershed boundary 
acreage within both Hall and White Counties, and the area for both the Inner Management Zone and Outer Management Zone in 
the watershed.  The land use acreage for the portion of the watershed White County is identified in the table below: 
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Land Use Type Total Parcels Total Acres 
Agriculture 66 172.000 
Recreation 1 102.000 
Commercial 12 33.000 
Multi-Family 1 1.000 
Manufactured Home 47 85.000 
Public Institutional 3 10.000 
Single Family 159 467.000 
Total 289 870.000 

(Recreation is golf course open to the public) 

This portion of White County is also part of the service delivery area for the White County Water Authority providing public water 
for residential and commercial uses in the community.  In addition, the White County Water Authority provides water service to a 
small number of customers in Hall County.  Drinking water sources in White County include the Turner Creek Reservoir located in 
the northwestern portion of the county and from deep well systems developed by the City of Cleveland and the City of Helen. 
Currently, the majority of White County residences obtain their drinking water from private wells. White County has adopted 
water supply watershed rules that protect the drinking water for the Turner Creek Reservoir and another drinking water intake 
located on the Soque River in neighboring Habersham County.  In addition, White County has adopted six other environmental 
protection ordinances managing development impacts on the quality of the environment. At the current time, Hall County has not 
contacted White County concerning our county's role in the project and the impact(s) that the Glade Reservoir project could have 
on White County. 

180	 First, White County supports Hall County's right to develop their own drinking water resources in order to address their projected 
growth needs. Their long term planning efforts are to be applauded.  However, since a portion of the watershed is located within 
White County, and White County will most likely be required to protect the drinking water reservoir, will our county have a vested 
right and allocation to use this source to address our future growth needs as well? 
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181	 Secondly, in the development of this facility, White County would like to know if this will have an impact on the planning and 
development of our own future drinking water sources in order to address the demands of future growth in our community.  It is 
important to note that while we anticipate a continued high rate of growth in our community much of the county is currently 
transitioning from the use of private wells to water services provided by public systems.  Therefore the need for planning and 
developing additional drinking water sources for the next thirty to fifty years within our county is a high priority.  We hope that 
the development of drinking water sources in other communities downstream, such as Hall County, will not overshadow our 
community's immediate and long-term needs. 

182	 Finally, White County is a member of the Coosa-North Georgia Water Planning District.  We are currently working with the State of 
Georgia and water district members in the development of a water plan that will responsibly meet the needs of our future growth. 
This plan will address such issues as the development of future water resources, water conservation and contingency planning, 
wastewater needs and water quality protection.  Realizing this, White County respectfully requests the ability to reserve the right 
to plan and to develop its own water resources in order to meet its own future demand.  We seek to be assured that adequate 
drinking water allocations will be considered, reserved and granted to our community, for future use, particularly as other 
facilities are proposed and developed further downstream in the Chattahoochee River basin and have a direct impact on the 
management of growth within our county. 

183	 Cumulative Impacts: There are many water issues going on in this reach of the river that have bearing on the proposed permit. We 
consider it necessary to evaluate this project in the context of the overall current and future water supply needs of the region, as 
it is likely there will be additional proposed projects of this type in the future. EPA, therefore, recommends that the EIS provide a 
regional perspective on water supply needs and alternatives for meeting regional needs. EPA is also concerned about potential 
future development around the periphery of such an impoundment could present numerous water quality problems. EPA 
considers such impacts as secondary and indirect impacts and should be considered in the cumulative impacts analysis of the EIS. 

Final Scoping Report, October 2012, Appendix F        41 



Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement: Scoping Comments 

Topic: Federal Navigation 

Comment #	 Comment 

184	 Effects on Downstream Navigation: Alabama believes that effects on downstream navigation should also be considered in the EIS 
analysis. Alabama has constructed several port facilities on the Chattahoochee River, and there is no dispute that support for 
navigation is one of the reasons why Congress authorized construction of the federal projects in the ACF Basin. Reliable navigation 
is critical to attracting major industry to the economically challenged region of southwest Georgia and southeast Alabama. 
Navigation availability is currently very poor due in large measure to the lack of sufficient water, something the proposed project 
can only make worse. 

Final Scoping Report, October 2012, Appendix F        42 



Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement: Scoping Comments 

Topic: Geology and Soils 

Comment #	 Comment 

185	 Flat Creek watershed has legacy erosion and siltation issues. What is the rate at which siltation will decrease conservation 
storage? How does this compare to rates in similarly located or sized reservoirs? 

186	 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 
any alternative involving impoundment: The potential for reservoir volume loss due to sedimentation. 

187	 One of the aspects of Flat Creek is that it's very impaired in terms of runoff. Most of the watershed area upstream of Glade Shoals 
-- upstream of the intended reservoir -- is pastureland. It's cleared forestland. Consequently, whenever it rains heavily, a 
tremendous amount of sediment is washed into the creek. Presently, the sediment all ends up in Lake Lanier. And the mud flats at 
the confluence of Flat Creek and the Chattahoochee are the largest that I know of on Lake Lanier. There's a massive amount of 
sediment there. Now, if Flat Creek were impounded, this would all settle at the bottom of the reservoir, and it would be very hard 
to dredge it. Where it is now, it's comparatively easy because it's in a big flat valley. It would be expensive, but the Corps has 
sanctioned dredging. And there are --there is some positive benefits of it in the sense that you get, you know, solid and sediment 
that has other uses. But the economical way to -- you know, assuming that we're not going to change the headwaters 
characteristic of Flat Creek, the economical way of dealing with the sediment would be to dredge it from Lake Lanier, from the 
flats there -- not to empty the reservoir and have to dredge from there. 
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188	 We would like to comment on the planned location of the pipeline that will be running from Glades down the 365 Corridor and 
what parcels of property that it will affect. We own the property located on the corner of Hwy 365 and Athens Street which is the 
main thoroughfare from Hwy 365 into Lula and then on to Homer, etc. Hall County Parcel #09073-000002. Approx 7.63 acres. As 
we understand from the meetings and discussions with both the Developers and the Army Corp of Engineers, there is not a 
definite plan for exactly which side of 365 the pipeline will run in reference to our property. As I understand from talking with 
Rochester & Assoc it is actually at this point being shown literally down the middle of Hwy 365. Of course we know that it will go 
to one side or the other. We would like to request that our property is not used for the pipeline for the reasons below: Being that 
we have road frontage both on Athens Street and on Hwy 365, we are already dealing with "Right of Way" issues on both sides. 
We also know without a doubt that we will also be dealing with an Acceleration Lane that will have to be constructed due to the 
on going traffic fatalities and wrecks on Hwy 365. This would be for traffic turning out of Athens Street onto Hwy 365N toward 
Cornelia. (Our property is on the right if traffic is turning right onto Hwy 365.) With all being stated above and our parcel being at 
Approx 7.63 acres, we do not need to lose any additional property as it would discourage any potential buyer to be able to work 
with the reduced area. 

189	 And our comment at this point is just to make it known that we do own that property. And as I understand, there is a potential 
that the pipeline could go to either side of 365. So we just wanted to make it known that we own that property and that we do 
have some concerns there, and we will comment additional later. 

190	 And as to Alternative One, we have questions as to the acquisition of the pipeline property, how much they're expecting to take or 
need, when that process would begin. And on Alternative Number Two, what the possibility of that actually happening. Because if 
they were to go with Alternative Number Two, then we would actually have property that both -- that would be affected on two 
different property lines that would actually be covered by water. 

191	 The future impacts from land use changes around the reservoir need to be considered in the alternative analyses. This includes 
loss of forest, loss of riparian buffers, construction, future housing, increased impervious surfaces from roads, driveways, parking 
lots, and other land use changes. EPA is concerned about the potential impact of these future land use changes on water quality 
and recommends that these issues be fully assessed in the EIS. 

192	 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 
any alternative involving impoundment: Proposed adjacent land uses and watershed scale land uses with potential changes. 
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193	 The Glades Farm property was rezoned in 2008 to accommodate residential, commercial, and multi-use development; these 
zoning designations are in conflict with use permissions and protections typically issued surrounding a water supply source. On 
April 7, 2011, the County wrote to EPD to request that the state's Criteria for Water Supply Watershed not apply to the 
proposed "Hall County Glades Drinking Water Supply Reservoir. The state rules require a minimum 150 foot buffer for water 
supply reservoirs. We believe this letter indicates that the County intends to prioritize the reservoir for development and not for 
water supply. The Corps should consider what impact the lack of land use protections around the Glades Reservoir will have on 
water quality in the new reservoir, as well as to Flat Creek and the Chattahoochee River. 
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194	 WETLANDS: We believe compensating wetlands can be developed around the banks of the new reservoirs. If this is true then it 
should be clearly stated. 

195	 Use limitations: boating limits? Protection around the perimeter against nutrients… Algae bloom resistance? 
196	 Often projects like this are allowed to proceed and then the mitigation of the environmental damage is neglected. The proposal 

should include a more complete plan for mitigation, including a detailed listing of suitable banked mitigation projects that are 
available. There should be oversight and follow-up to ascertain that the mitigation goals are achieved, and there should be full 
disclosure to the public as to who benefits financially from the mitigation arrangements. 

197	 An overall management plan for the Chattahoochee River, including related water withdrawals, should be adopted to address 
both statewide and regional needs.  The aforementioned USACE operating plan, as well as an ACF Stakeholders initiative, is 
currently developing such plans. 

198	 An overall management plan for the Chattahoochee River, including related water withdrawals, should be adopted to address 
both statewide and regional needs.  The aforementioned USACE operating plan, as well as an ACF Stakeholders initiative, is 
currently developing such plans. Approval of the Glades project is premature.  We therefore are opposed to its approval. 

199	 The project boundaries appear to encroach on property owned by the Corps and specifically include taking of some of the flood 
control storage. How will the Corps mitigate this without going to Congress for reallocation of storage? 

200	 The Metro North Georgia Water Planning District and the Middle Chattahoochee Regional Water Planning Council acknowledge 
that septic tanks and LAS are highly consumptive water uses. Therefore, CWW requests that water withdrawn from the Glades 
Reservoir be utilized only for purposes that yield a 75% or higher wastewater return rate in order to minimize the impact to 
downstream uses. 

201	 CWW recommends that no inter-basin transfers from the Chattahoochee Basin occur due to withdrawals from the Glades 
Reservoir, such that impacts to downstream interests are minimized. 

202	 Where is the proposed mitigation required to offset the loss? 
203	 Impingement and Entrainment: Evaluation of the proposed water intake structure on the Chattahoochee River should address 

adequate fish protection to ensure resident fish populations are not adversely effected due to impingement and entrainment. 
204	 Hall County has not proposed any water conservation plans as required by statute. The Lake Harding Association appreciates the 

opportunity to make comments to the USACE.  As stakeholders, the USACE must protect all interest in the NEPA process.  We 
strongly oppose this new additional reservoir in the Chattahoochee River system. 

205	 Between the project purpose of drinking water supply and the return of water to immediately upstream of Lake Lanier, a key 
source of water for millions of people in multiple municipalities, any proposed reservoir in this area should be afforded stringent 
protection. Uncontrolled development around the periphery of such an impoundment could present numerous problems. 
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206	 Numerous reservoirs have experiences water quality problems many of which are costly to remedy. Reservoir creation requires 
long term financial commitment to maintain water quality. This should be outlined and accounted for including the plans and 
costs for dredging and meeting all state water quality standards, including those that may be affected by future development 
around the impoundment. 

207	 There is a large range of issues that need to be examined to define project purpose; determine appropriate scale relative to 
demand; demonstrate adherence to avoidance and minimization requirement; and demonstrate LEDPA selection. Thus, it is 
premature to consider detailed compensatory mitigation. However, given the magnitude of direct impacts of the proposed project 
to aquatic resources and the high quality of much of the stream resources, compensatory mitigation requirements should be 
taken into consideration early as part of the alternatives analysis. Project evaluation demands to consider feasibility of providing 
sufficient compensatory mitigation for loss of considerable aquatic resources; miles of streams would be impacted in the Flat 
Creek watershed, for example, much of it high quality. Planning should include evaluation of options consistent with the 2008 
Mitigation Rule that will effectively replace the loss of the ecological functions (e.g., if virtually the entire Flat Creek watershed). 
Also of particular note should be the applicant’s ability to implement whatever mitigation plan is submitted. It has been our 
experience that is rare for a reservoir mitigation plan that was permitted to be implemented as proposed. In some cases, projects 
have been constructed while the mitigation plan is still undergoing modification, which is not acceptable. Some applicants have 
expended all funds to implement the mitigation plan (or to even build the facilities needed to utilize the reservoir). Thus, the 
applicant will need to provide substantial financial assurances to guarantee that it can implement whatever mitigation plan is 
proposed. 

208	 How will impacts to streams be avoided, minimized or mitigated during construction and maintenance? 
209	 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 

any alternative involving impoundment: Describe how levels of downstream dissolved oxygen, temperature, flow quantity and 
periodicity, and water quality will be maintained to ensure maintenance of existing uses. 

210	 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 
any alternative involving impoundment: Develop a dam operation and release plan based on monitoring to simulate natural 
conditions. 

211	 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 
any alternative involving impoundment: Develop a plan for erosion and sediment control during construction. 

212	 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 
any alternative involving impoundment: Develop a reservoir maintenance plan including any maintenance dredging and disposal. 

Final Scoping Report, October 2012, Appendix F        47 



Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement: Scoping Comments 

Topic: Mitigation and Monitoring 

Comment #	 Comment 

213	 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 
any alternative involving impoundment: Develop a plan for shoreline buffers/set backs/restrictions on development (with 
enforcement). 

214	 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 
any alternative involving impoundment: Propose fish passage structures if appropriate. 

215	 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 
any alternative involving impoundment: Provide for relocation of species of concern if practicable. 

216	 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 
any alternative involving impoundment: Describe reservoir destratification measures prior to release if needed. 

217	 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 
any alternative involving impoundment: Develop and provide for implementation of a watershed management/source water 
protection plan including measures/ability/willingness to protect reservoir watershed. 

218	 Furthermore, whether drinking water is withdrawn from the Glades Reservoir itself or withdrawn from the Cedar Creek Reservoir 
which is supplied by water from Glades, the Glades Reservoir must comply with all protections given to water supply reservoirs, or 
else its purpose should not be considered for water supply. 

219	 Moreover, the applicant has not presented a reservoir management plan to address the operations of the reservoir during 
drought in order to conserve water. The Corps must require a reservoir and drought management plan for analysis as part of the 
EIS process. 

220	 As explained above, the 404(b)(1) guidelines require the permit applicant to take all appropriate and practicable steps to avoid 
and minimize adverse impacts to waters of the United States; practicable means available and capable of being done after taking 
into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project purposes. Where the project results in 
unavoidable impacts, however, compensatory mitigation is required to offset any environmental losses and to ensure that an 
activity requiring a section 404 permit complies with the guidelines. In this application, Hall County has neglected to present any 
mitigation plans, as such this application is incomplete. Without a proposed mitigation plan, the Corps cannot make a 
determination to issue a permit because there can be no consideration of whether the unavoidable impacts can be appropriately 
and practicably mitigated. Moreover, the public is not able to provide meaningful review and input during this scoping period. 

221	 According to the applicant, however, the preferred alternative will have unavoidable impacts including almost 40 acres of 
wetlands and almost 18 miles of stream impacts from the reservoir site. Yet, Hall County has failed in its duty to submit any 
proposal for compensatory mitigation. 
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222	 If the applicant does submit a compensatory mitigation plan, and the Corps moves forward with the EIS process, then the EIS must 
include an analysis of alternative methods for calculating appropriate and practicable mitigation. The 2004 Standard Operating 
Procedures for Calculating Compensatory Mitigation in Georgia ("2004 SOP"), however, is not adequate for use in this 
instance. This is because the 2004 SOP methodology is applicable to projects resulting in adverse impacts up to 10 acres or less of 
wetland and/or 5,000 linear feet of stream. If applied in this case, the 2004 SOP would underestimate the credits needed to 
mitigate for this project as wetland and stream impacts far exceed those contemplated in the 2004 SOP. It is our understanding, 
however, that the Savannah District of the Corps is developing a revised SOP for compensatory mitigation, which will have the 
ability to determine mitigation requirements for large projects including reservoirs. If and when the Corps adopts the new SOP, 
then the EIS should include an analysis of mitigation under the new SOP that would appropriately and practicably compensate for 
the unavoidable impacts of the Glades projects. 

223	 The EIS must also include an analysis of whether a mitigation proposal for the Glades project meets the preference hierarchy for 
mitigation as set out in the 2008 Compensatory Mitigation for Loses of Aquatic Resources Rule ("2008 Mitigation Rule"), 
specifically, that the applicant be required to mitigate in this order: (1) Mitigation bank credits; (2) In-Lieu Fee program credits; (3) 
Permitee-responsible mitigation under a watershed approach; (4) On-site and/or in-kind permitee-responsible mitigation; and (5) 
Off-site and/or out-of-kind permitee-responsible mitigation.) Additionally, the EIS must include an analysis of whether the 
proposal meets the ultimate standard of being the environmentally preferable option taking into consideration location of 
mitigation, ecological functionality gains and losses, ratio of preservation to restoration, and viability of long term maintenance 
and monitoring plans. 

224	 Recognizing that septic tanks and LAS are highly consumptive water uses, TRWDA requests that water withdrawn from Glades 
Reservoir be utilized only for purpose that yield a 75% or higher return rate in order to minimize the impact to downstream uses. 

225	 TRWDA recommends that no inter-basin transfers from the Chattahoochee Basin occur due to withdrawals from the Glades 
Reservoir, such that impacts to downstream interests are minimized. 

226	 Hall County has not provided an operational or management plan for the Glades Reservoir portion of the proposed action. Thus, it 
is unclear how that reservoir would be operated, including during drought periods, and how the water quality and quantity of 
releases into Flat Creek will be monitored or assured. 

227	 It is not apparent how the water quality of releases from the Glades Reservoir into the Chattahoochee River will be monitored and 
maintained, or whether there will be any consideration of and mitigation for harm to species that could potentially occur during 
the transfer of water via pipeline from and to the Chattahoochee as proposed. 
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228	 NEPA requires the Corps to evaluate "means to mitigate adverse environmental impacts."30 As part of its NEPA review, the Corps 
should consider additional system-wide mitigation with regard to water quantity and flows in the ACF Basin. Previously, the Corps 
has recognized its broad obligation to analyze potential mitigation actions to address direct, indirect and cumulative impacts, 
including not only actions to be taken by the Corps, but also actions that could be taken by local, regional, or state governments or 
by private entities. See U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Water Allocation for the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint (ACF) River Basin; 
Alabama, Florida, and Georgia; Draft Environmental Impact Statement (1998 Compact DEIS) at 4-267 (Sept. 1998). In the 1998 
Compact DEIS, the Corps specified that mitigation of impacts on water quantity was "an inherent part of a State's responsibility," 
and that "mitigation to meet remaining water demands could include alternative sources of water supply, alternative conservation 
methods, and public programs to encourage wise use of water resources." Id. 

229	 Although a Compensatory Mitigation analysis has not yet been made available, it appears that Hall County is currently proposing 
to address only local stream and wetland mitigation and does not plan to address water quantity or flow mitigation downstream. 
The Corps' website indicates that "Hall County has proposed to secure adequate compensatory mitigation" in accordance with the 
Corps 2008 Final Mitigation Rule which favors the purchase of mitigation credits from approved mitigation banks. As part of its 
mitigation evaluation under NEPA, the Corps should consider actions that the Corps, the Applicant, and the State of Georgia could 
take to mitigate water quantity demands and lower flows downstream. 

230	 Finally, mitigation is an important aspect of the public interest review and balancing process. See 33 C.F.R. § 320.4(r). The Corps 
should consider mitigation measures to avoid, minimize or rectify losses resulting from project impacts downstream, such as flow 
reductions. "Such modifications can include reductions in scope and size; changes in construction methods, materials or timing; 
and operation and maintenance practices or other similar modifications that reflect a sensitivity to environmental quality...." To 
alleviate impacts on downstream flows from the proposed reservoir, the Corps could require the applicant to consider alternatives 
which reduce water quantity demands, such as water conservation and wastewater recycling. 

231	 If Glade Shoals is a true water supply reservoir, then for regional security the applicant must be required to install a substantial 
natural undisturbed buffer of at least 300 feet and install chain link fence with a barbed wire cap around the entire project 
boundary between the water line and outer edge of the buffer to assure no recreational use, and to protect the resource from any 
unwanted influence. No recreational access should be allowed at all. 

232	 Recreation: Existing Congressionally authorized purposes are not being met or fulfilled. As part of the process scoping must 
include an analysis of how the project would repair or improve-- not detract-- from the ability of the Corps to achieve those 
purposes on its existing reservoirs. 
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233 Glade Shoals operations. If approved, during dry weather the Corps must require Glade Shoals to utilize its entire pool of water, 
including any dead pool, to sustain water elevations and flows downstream so the Corps can meet authorized purposes in its 
downstream reservoirs. 

234	 Any new storage such as Glade Shoals, in the ACF basin, must be required to utilize its entire storage capacity to first and foremost 
meet requires flows at JWLD and the Chattahoochee gage as may be required pursuant to the RIOP. 

235	 If such storage is eventually authorized the corps must assure that ALL downstream authorized purposes are met before allowing 
one drop of water to be stored in a new reservoir. 

236	 It is not clear what rules will be mandated upon White County, if any, in the protection of the water for this type of facility. 
However, we know that there will most likely be some type of regulations required within the watershed in order to protect the 
drinking water source.   By virtue of the actions that White County may have to act upon, some questions and issues have surfaced 
to which we would like to comment on, and hope to receive some answers. 

237	 The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' (USACE) 2008 Final Rule for Compensatory 
Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources established a hierarchy for selecting compensation options that favors mitigation banks 
as the preferential choice. The Final Rule then ranks in-lieu fee program credits followed by permittee-responsible mitigation. 
Mitigation banking is the preferential option for a variety of reasons. Mitigation bank credits are not released for debiting until 
specific milestones associated with the protection and development are achieved, thus reducing the risk that mitigation will not 
be fully successful. Mitigation banks involve more rigorous scientific and technical analysis, planning and implementation than 
permittee-responsible mitigation. A mitigation bank requires site identification in advance, project-specific planning, and 
significant investment of financial resources that is often not practicable for many in-lieu-fee programs. 
Georgia's sole in-lieu-fee program, the Georgia Wetland and Stream Trust Fund (GWTF), has a history of poor management. The 
GWTF does not consistently operate in accordance with its 1997 in-lieu-fee agreement with the Corps Savannah District or with 
interagency guidance issued in 2000. The GWTF's longstanding noncompliance has significant adverse environmental impacts. 
During the time period since the GWTF began, mitigation banks in Georgia have been subject to increasingly stringent 
requirements and oversight to assure adequacy and effectiveness. As a result, mitigation banks now provide superior mitigation 
for the loss of ecological functions associated with wetland and stream impacts. Please see Exhibit A for more information 
regarding the GWTF's history of noncompliance. 
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238	 Hall County has proposed to develop a compensatory mitigation plan in accordance with the Final Rule hierarchy to offset losses 
in aquatic function that would result from the proposed Glades Reservoir project. The proposed Glades Reservoir is an 
approximately 850-acre reservoir located on Flat Creek in the Upper Chattahoochee River Basin. The Reservoir is proposed to 
operate as part of a system with the existing Cedar Creek reservoir and pumping from the Chattahoochee River. According to the 
Hall County Glades Mitigation Plan (Exhibit B), the pipeline from Glades Reservoir to the Chattahoochee River will impact 100 
linear feet, and the pipeline from the Chattahoochee River intake to the Cedar Creek reservoir will impact 730 linear feet. The 
Reservoir itself will impact 39.2 acres of jurisdictional wetlands and almost 94,120 linear feet of streams. Under the 2004 
Savannah District SOP, the Glades Reservoir will require a total of 470,872.52 stream credits (468,877.02 for the reservoir, and 
1,995.50 for the pipelines) and 290.39 wetland credits. The following tables list the current mitigation banks in the Upper 
Chattahoochee and Middle Chattahoochee basins, along with their credit availability. Available credits are credits that have 
already been authorized by the Corps for sale and can currently be purchased from the mitigation bank. Remaining credits include 
available credits plus future credits that have already been approved by the Corps, but not yet authorized for sale. The future 
credits are authorized for sale as each mitigation bank meets pre-defined milestones over a 5-7 year monitoring period. [SEE 
TABLE 1 IN ORIGINAL LETTER].  In accordance with the Final Rule, mitigation for the Glades Reservoir impacts should be accounted 
for through the use of mitigation banks. According to the Hall County Mitigation Plan, the Reservoir will require a total of 
470,872.52 stream credits. As seen in the above tables, there are 599,580 remaining stream credits in the Upper Chattahoochee 
basin (127% of need), 408,987 available stream credits in the Upper and Middle Chattahoochee basins (87% of need), and 
1,877,399 remaining stream credits in the Upper and Middle Chattahoochee basins (400% of need). The Reservoir will require a 
total of 290.39 wetland credits. Within the Upper and Middle Chattahoochee service areas, there are currently 194 remaining 
wetland credits (66% of need). This equates to a deficit of approximately 100 wetland credits (34% of need). Per RIBITS, there are 
currently three pending banks in the Upper Chattahoochee and three pending banks in the Middle Chattahoochee. Several of 
these pending banks have wetland components to them, which, once approved, will increase the available and remaining wetland 
credits within the basin. 

239	 In addition to the Upper and Middle Chattahoochee, the Upper Flint River service area is also within the 
Apalachicola/Chattahoochee/Flint River Basin (ACF Basin) where the proposed Glades Reservoir is located. All three service areas 
are within the Piedmont physiographic region. According to RIBITS, there are currently 52 available wetland credits in the Upper 
Flint Basin. With future releases, there are 306 remaining credits (105% of need) in the basin. Combined with credits from the 
Upper Chattahoochee and Middle Chattahoochee, wetland impacts for the project can be completely compensated for through 
the use of mitigation credits. 
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240	 Based on the availability of stream and wetland credits within the ACF Basin, the use of in-lieu-fee mitigation and permittee 
responsible mitigation is not necessary. As determined by the Final Rule, mitigation banks are the preferential compensation 
option because they best comply with the "no net loss" objective of the Clean Water Act. We strongly urge Hall County and USACE 
to comply with the standards of the Final Rule and utilize mitigation banks for compensation for impacts associated with Glades 
Reservoir. 

241	 Does the $290.5 include the cost of the pipeline and the cost of compensatory mitigation for losses of aquatic resources? Please 
insure that the public is informed of the true and total cost of this project. 

242	 Due to the loss of fish and wildlife habitat associated with the proposed project, mitigation will be a very important factor in 
assessing cumulative effects. We recommend that multiple mitigation options be considered in an alternatives analysis type 
process that may also be considered and commented on by the public as part of the EIS process. 

243	 In all of the publicity regarding the Glades Reservoir it is being alluded to as a water supply reservoir but I have not seen any 
information regarding the plans for the proposed water treatment facility. Are the water treatment facility plans a required 
element of this drinking water reservoir permit? If the water treatment facility plans are not a requirement of the Glade Reservoir 
EIS project - Permit Application what type enforcement will be employed by the US Army Corps of Engineers that this reservoir will 
indeed be used as a "drinking water reservoir"? 

244	 In order to minimize impacts to downstream interest, it is imperative that a sound flow management strategy be developed and 
followed. Such a flow management strategy should be part of a more holistic ACF flow management plan, possibly the USACE 
Operating Plan or the future ACFS Sustainable Water Management Plan. This way the overall ACF system benefits from increased 
storage without negative impacts to other users can be better demonstrated. CWW would like the ability to comment on the flow 
management plan, when one is drafted. 

245	 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 
any alternative involving impoundment: Wastewater treatment plans to handle the growth in the water supply system. 

246	 Tri Rivers Waterway Development Association - (TRWDA), a downstream interest representing industry, municipalities, counties, 
and recreation interests for over 50 years, of the proposed project has the following comments and concerns: In order to minimize 
impacts to downstream interest, it is imperative that a sound flow management strategy be developed and followed. Such a flow 
management strategy should be part of a more holistic ACF flow management plan, possibly the USACE Operating Plan or the 
future ACFS Sustainable Water Management Plan. This way the overall ACF system benefits from increased storage without 
negative impacts to other users can be demonstrated. TRWDA would like the ability to comment on the flow management plan, 
when one is drafted. 
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247	 Compensatory Mitigations: EPA thinks it is premature to consider detailed compensatory mitigation for the proposed project. 
However, given the magnitude of direct impacts of the proposed project to aquatic resources and the high quality of much of the 
stream resources, compensatory mitigation requirements should be taken into consideration early as part of the alternatives 
analysis. Project evaluation should consider the feasibility of providing sufficient compensatory mitigation for loss of considerable 
aquatic resources. EPA recommends planning include evaluation of options consistent with the 2008 Mitigation Rule that will 
effectively replace the loss of the ecological functions (e.g., if virtually the entire Flat Creek watershed). 

248	 EPA is also concerned about the ability to implement whatever mitigation plan is submitted. It has been our experience that is rare 
for a reservoir mitigation plan that was permitted to be implemented as proposed. In some cases, projects have been constructed 
while the mitigation plan is still undergoing modification, which is not acceptable. Some applicants have expended all funds to 
implement the mitigation plan (or to even build the facilities needed to utilize the reservoir). Thus, EPA recommends the Corps 
consider implementation of financial assurances in the development of the EIS as well consider mechanism that will guarantee 
that the applicant can implement whatever mitigation plan is proposed. 
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249	 Publicly available materials give rise to significant questions concerning the purported need for the project, and the arguments 
advanced by Hall County to justify the need should be subjected to close and independent scrutiny as part of the EIS process. 

250	 Population Estimate: The primary justification for the project advanced by Hall County is that the project is needed to meet the 
water needs of the projected 2060 population of Hall County, but that population estimate needs to be independently evaluated. 
While Hall County now claims that its projected population in 2060 is 833,333, that estimate is vastly higher than the estimate 
used by the County in its now-withdrawn 2007 permit application for the Glades Reservoir. While Hall County calculates its 2060 
population projection based on a 2050 estimate by the Georgia Governor's Office, projections for the County's populations over 
the next several decades made by a leading independent national expert, Woods & Poole Economics, Inc. ("Woods & Poole"), are 
much lower, as are projections made by the Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District ("District") in 2009. The following 
chart shows various population projections for the period 2015-2060 by various entities: [SEE CHART INCLUDED IN ORIGINAL 
LETTER]. The differences in these projections are striking. The District projects over 286,000 fewer residents in Hall County in 2050 
than does the Governor's Office. Although Woods & Poole only projects out to 2040, it is clear from the trends that its projection 
for 2060 is likely to be substantially less than Hall County's. As part of the EIS process, it is essential that a close examination of 
Hall County's wildly divergent population projection be undertaken by knowledgeable experts. A reduction in the projection by 
several hundred thousand people would drastically reduce Hall County's projected unmet water demands and would undermine 
any claimed need for a project as large as the Glades Reservoir. Indeed, the size of the unmet demand is essential to many aspects 
of the EIS analysis, so it is critical that a valid figure be obtained. 
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251	 Effect of Tri-State Water Rights Litigation: Hall County's Water Needs Certification also relies on the decision by the United States 
District Court for the Middle District of Florida (by Judge Magnuson) in July 2009 that indicated that allocation of storage for local 
water supply at Lake Lanier required congressional approval and that water-supply operations would need to return to the level of 
the mid-1970s without additional congressional authorization. That decision, however, was reversed by the United States Court of 
Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit in June 2011, and the appeals court ordered the Corps of Engineers to complete within one year 
an evaluation of its authority to allocate storage at Lake Lanier for local water-supply uses. That decision by the Eleventh Circuit is 
currently the subject of a petition for writ of certiorari at the Supreme Court of the United States, but the Corps has stated that it 
will complete its analysis within the one-year time period as instructed by the Eleventh Circuit. Hall County bases its needs 
certification on an assumption that it will only have access to 18 million gallons per day (mgd) from Lake Lanier, but that is a 
matter for which there is considerable doubt. Hall County states in its needs certification that it "cannot delay the water supply 
planning until the Lake Lanier issue is resolved," but Hall County does not explain why that is true. Hall County concedes that it is 
possible that it could obtain a storage allocation at Lake Lanier that would yield 44 mgd, which would lower its claimed unmet 
demand by 35 percent to 46.5 mgd. In light of the reversal of Judge Magnuson's decision, a fundamental factor underlying Hall 
County's needs certification no longer is valid. As a result, Hall County cannot at this time justify a need of 72.5 mgd and thus 
cannot justify a project the size of the proposed Glades Reservoir. 
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252	 Sale of Water from Cedar Creek Reservoir: Although Hall County apparently has not mentioned it in its Section 404 application, a 
2011 letter from the Hall County Board of Commissioners as well as media reports indicate that Hall County plans to transfer much 
of the water that the proposed project yields to other water-supply providers outside Hall County. In a letter to Governor Nathan 
Deal dated May 25, 2011, the Chairman of the Hall County Board of Commissioners stated that it has "offered up 40 mgd of raw 
water to Forsyth County from the [proposed] project," and that while Forsyth County "has expressed interest," it is also 
"considering other water supply options and has not yet fully committed to the Glades Project." The letter also states that Hall 
County desires the proposed project to be "a regional water supply project." Media reports indicate that Hall County intends to 
sell most of the water from the propose project to third parties and that the revenue from these sales will be used by Hall County 
to pay the cost of the project. These planned transfers of water from the project to water-supply providers outside Hall County 
should be closely examined as part of the EIS process. The offer of one-half of the yield of the proposed project to Forsyth County 
calls into serious question the credibility of Hall County's assertion that the entire project is needed to meet the 2060 demands of 
its population alone. If Hall County commits to provide one-half of the project's yield to another county, then that water obviously 
will not be available to meet the purported needs of Hall County. Furthermore, Hall County cannot justify the need for 
construction of this massive project in order to generate a revenue source for the County. Hall County should explain the terms of 
the agreements to sell the water into which it intends to enter. It is difficult to imagine that these third-party purchasers will agree 
to contracts that will cause their access to the water to cease in the future. At a minimum, the needs analysis for the project must 
include the other entities to whom the water will be sold or otherwise transferred. Furthermore, the disposition of the water by 
the third-party purchasers must be carefully examined because it could significantly affect many factors in connection with the EIS 
analysis. For example, if these sales will involve interbasin transfers, they could magnify the already-considerable detrimental 
environmental effects of the project. In addition, an assessment of whether these third-parties have evaluated other alternatives 
for their water-supply needs would also have to be performed. 

253	 Quantification of Recycle and Reuse of Wastewater: In calculating its 2060 unmet demand of 72.5 mgd, Hall County assumed that 
it would meet none of its demand through recycle and reuse of wastewater, and this assumption needs to be closely 
evaluated in the EIS process. Hall County conceded in its Alternatives Analysis that it "anticipates that within the fifty-year 
planning horizon, reuse and recycling will contribute to reducing unmet demand." But, notwithstanding that, Hall County still 
assumed the contribution to be zero because quantification of the benefit "is not feasible." Alabama urges that water supply 
experts be consulted to provide a quantification because that will reduce the need for and sizing of the proposed project. 
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254	 The Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District is the designated water planning agency for the fifteen county Atlanta 
area. The District adopted a water supply plan in May 2009 which is approved by the Georgia Environmental Protection Division. 
The plan includes a projection of an annual average water supply need of 52 mgd for Hall County in the Year 2035 and 57 mgd in 
2050. The plan is based on the assumption that the Year 2035 water supply from Lake Lanier to Hall County will be an annual 
average of 44 mgd. This is significantly less than the Year 2050 Hall County annual average demand of 57 mgd. The District 
supports the maximum drinking water allocation from Lake Lanier. In addition, the District's water supply plan includes the 
construction and operation of the proposed Glades Reservoir to provide drinking water that cannot be provided by Lake Lanier. 
The reservoir is proposed to be operated independent of Lake Lanier. The District suggests that the Corps of Engineers establish 
the drinking water allocation from Lake Lanier to Hall County and then evaluate the proposed Glades Reservoir as an option to 
meet the additional drinking water needed for the Year 2060. Since the District's water supply plan does not contain population 
projections and water supply use forecasts for the Year 2060, we suggest you extrapolate the Year 2050 population projections 
prepared by the Governor's Office of Planning and Budget to the Year 2060 and that you use the Hall County Year 2035 per 
capita water use rates contained in the District plan to determine the Year 2060 water supply need for Hall County. The District's 
water supply plan recognizes and includes the Glades Reservoir as a viable option to provide for the unmet future needs of Hall 
County. 

255	 Remarks/suggestions concerning the Glades reservoir. NEEDS: We view the development of a new reservoir as highly necessary 
for present and future need of the county and towns. 

256	 The only need for this project is simple; more development of land for use in building projects.  These projects offer gain for 
landholders, contractors and government agencies.  These short-term gains come at the expense of others who depend on the 
Chattahoochee River that are located both downstream and across the river.  This reservoir is not necessary for any other reason. 
Please do not pursue this project any further. 

257	 The Glades project is absolutely not needed. Any reasonable person should see the folly of a scheme to place a dam within a few 
hundred yards of Lake Lanier and to pump water out of the Chattahoochee just before it would enter the lake and pump it to 
another watershed. This is all water that would have been in Lake Lanier in a matter of minutes, where withdrawal and 
distribution infrastructure is already in place. 

258	 Since the Glades Reservoir itself would only provide a fraction of the proposed allocation, and then only during periods of low 
flows, the project should be more accurately renamed something like "Chattahoochee to Oconee Interbasin Transfer and 
Consultant Enrichment Project". 
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259	 The EIS should examine the population projections that the applicant relied upon to determine 2060 water needs. As reported in 
the March 1, 2012 Atlanta Journal-Constitution, page A-12, the Atlanta Regional Commission is revising their projections for the 
ten county metro area after seeing growth rates drop by two-thirds during the past three years, and they envision much flatter 
growth rates for the foreseeable future. The Applicant most likely relied on these or other equally faulty assumptions. 

260	 The history of the Glades project should be closely reviewed to understand how what started as a local government funded 
amenity lake for a private development, an expense justified to the public as a water supply, has developed a life of its own and 
grown into the present proposal. My understanding is that the County agreed on operational restrictions on water use. A "Short 
Form Intergovernmental Agreement"  dated 12/15/2000 between Hall County and the Gainesville And Hall County Development 
Authority, concerning the 765 acre reservoir property, is recorded in Book 3935, Page 3-5, in the Hall County deed records. 

261	 If not immediately declined for other reasons, the Applicant should be required to update and revise the proposal in light of the 
the Magnuson ruling being overturned. The goal of our elected officials should be working to obtain authorizations for water 
withdrawals from Lake Lanier based on real needs. 

262 Population projections used by the county are unrealistically high due to the slow economy. This fact had been stated in the 
Atlanta Journal & Constitution and Gainesville Times in recent articles. 

263	 I feel like it's probably the best in Hall County's interest and surrounding counties as well because it would take pressure off Lake 
Lanier and make the price of water go down as well. So I think that it would be mutually efficient on everybody. So I agree with it. I 
just want to make sure they take -- they take whatever they need to take as far as research goes on what they need to do on how 
-- on the extent of the damage that's going to be done. I want to make sure that they can minimize that damage. 

264	 Last June the Magnuson ruling was overturned by the 11th Circuit court of appeals, and that decision was "en banc" supported by 
all 10 of the appellate court Judges. We now ask "is it really necessary to increase the Glades project to 80 MGD, now that Lake 
Lanier has been validated and authorized as water supply purpose? 

265	 Approval of the Glades project is premature and seemingly unnecessary based on Lake Lanier being approved for municipal water 
supply for the City of Atlanta.  We therefore are opposed to its approval. 

266	 The Corps is grossly premature and wasting public money by exploring this option when the Corps has not completed their 
required task of determining their limits of authorities for use of Lake Lanier required by the Order in the 11th Circuit Court of 
Appeals ruling. 
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267	 Columbus Water Works (CWW), a downstream interest, of the proposed project has the following comments: The Glades 
Reservoir project is consistent with recommendations from the Middle Chattahoochee Regional Water Planning Council, the 
Upper Flint Regional Water Planning Council and Lower Flint Regional Water Planning Council. All three councils recommended 
additional storage in the ACF basin to assist in meeting current and future needs. 

268	 Yesterday we received the County's response to our letter of March 1, 2012 informing the Corps that the City of Gainesville is the 
lessee and equitable owner of the Cedar Creek Reservoir. While acknowledging the validity of the 2006 Intergovernmental 
Agreement, the County states that it "maintain[s] ownership" of the reservoir. This is true but irrelevant. Although the County 
does maintain a share of the ownership of Cedar Creek Reservoir, for now, it does not possess the rights necessary to use this 
project in the manner proposed. The County will be the minority owner by 2019-likely before the project is even built-and the 
County has already granted to the City of Gainesville the rights of a lessee. Therefore the County cannot use Cedar Creek Reservoir 
in conjunction with the Glades Farm project without the City's consent, and the City has not consented. As envisioned by the 2006 
Intergovernmental Agreement, Gainesville intends to integrate Cedar Creek Reservoir into its own system, and it has already 
invested considerable sums toward this end. 

269	 The Greater Hall Chamber of Commerce is a strong supporter of the proposed Hall County Glades Reservoir. We recognize that a 
secure water supply is essential for the future of Hall County. We fully support and have called for the maximum allocation of 
drinking water from Lake Lanier to the City of Gainesville and Hall County. However, even under the most optimistic projections, 
there will not be sufficient drinking water allocated to Hall County from Lake Lanier to meet all the future water need of the 
County. It is essential that Hall County implement water supply plans to close the gap between its future water supply needs and 
the Lake Lanier drinking water allocations. The proposed Glades Reservoir can fill this gap. We suggest the Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) include an identification of the Hall County water supply needs for the Year 2060 and subtract the allowable Lake 
Lanier water allocations to be determined by the Corps of Engineers this summer. The EIS should then support the construction of 
the Glades Reservoir to provide unmet water needs. 

270	 And Number Four, my commissioner said it was it an economic development project for a place to put housing and golf courses. If 
that's true, just be honest about that and that you're not going to ever use this for water because we can't afford it. The cost is 
prohibitive. And just say, "We're building a lake. Y'all are paying for it. We're going to put houses on it." So the lack of information, 
it's borderline fraud, actually. I came tonight and didn't learn anything that I didn't know. And this is propaganda for the people 
that are getting the money to do the studies. So far as the taxpayer, you know, you're kind of showing us that they're going to get 
all this, but it's not true because you haven't told the taxpayers the true cost of putting in pipes and the pumping stations. Thanks. 
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271	 Why do we need another lake when we will be pumping out of the water that supplies a major amount of water to lake lanier 
where the water is already low. 

272	 Glades Reservoir is called a water supply reservoir but no water treatment facility is proposed.  Therefore, the lake is truly an 
amenity lake and is not necessary per statute. 

273	 The proposal states that water will be piped to Cedar Creek Reservoir but the City of Gainesville GA who owns the majority 
interest in Cedar Creek Reservoir has objected to have their reservoir included as part of the Glades Reservoir project.  This makes 
Glades an amenity lake. 

274	 How has Hall County’s population projections been independently verified? They were reproduced, with a footnote referencing 
Hall County as the source of the data, in the MNGWPD report. The charge of that document, however, was to analyze water 
resources, not necessarily review demographic assumptions or otherwise verify Hall County’s data. EPA recommends developing 
population projection numbers based on the 2010 census, or additional, more recent data. 

275	 GA OPB’s May 2010 population projections do not incorporate the 2010 census data, and are an extrapolation “…similar to the 
pace of growth posted during the most recent decade (2000-2009)” – but that period is not representative of more recent 
conditions in Georgia, including the economic downturn, one of the highest foreclosure rates in the country and an 
unemployment rate above the national average. Moreover, consider the assumption in GA OPB’s projections that “Net migration 
[rather than natural increase] will continue to be the driving force for Georgia’s population growth in the next two decades.” The 
projections state that, “During the early part of this 20 year period, the percentage of growth resulting from net migration is 
projected to be just below 60% and then increase to approximately 63% by the end of this time frame.” However, in light of 
economic conditions and reductions in the migrate workforce, such exponential growth rates cannot be assumed. 

276	 Do the calculations for water demand assume a constant rate of reductions in per capita demand (e.g. 20%) throughout the 
planning horizon? Or, will reductions vary by decade (or another averaging period)? For example, the exponential growth 
anticipated around 2050 would, presumably, be reflected in new housing stock, with very efficient plumbing fixtures – generally 
the driving factor for household use. The MNGWPD numbers don’t preclude the use of a cost benefit analysis for additional 
conservation measures (particularly when compared to reservoir cost). In fact, the recommendations explicitly state, “The action 
items in this Plan are intended to be refined at the local level by the affected local water providers…” For example, some amount 
of water could potentially be reused without negatively affecting the allocation limits for Lanier. EPA request that this issue be 
clarified in the EIS. 
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277	 There appears to be inconsistencies with one of the documents used as the basis for water demand calculations. The MNGWPD 
2009 Report Page 3-14, Table 3-6 projects that Hall County, at 2050, will have a population of 442,800 and a demand of 57 AAD
MGD. Also, on page 6-13 it states that Cedar Creek Reservoir (aka North Oconee River Reservoir) is expected to have a monthly 
withdrawal of 9 MGD, versus 7.5 MGD from the project safe yields analysis. EPA request that these inconsistencies be clarified in 
the EIS. 

278	 The June 2011 Hall County Year 2060 Water Needs Certification no longer reflects the current conditions of water allocation. Most 
notably, the needs certification is based on the Magnuson ruling, which has been overturned. The 2060 unmet supply, per the 
calculations provided in the document (including the available Lanier withdrawal) is 46.5 mgd rather than 72.5 mgd. Note that this 
may change the results of the alternative analysis – including consideration of the Mud Creek Reservoir. EPA recommends that the 
EIS include a detailed description and analysis of ongoing litigation associated with the Magnuson Ruling and how it impacts this 
project and unmet supply needs for Hall County. 

279	 Were water sales from Hall County to other jurisdictions accounted for in the 2011 needs certification? (e.g. regular sales to cities 
of Flowery Branch and Lula; and Jackson County, as described in the GEFA Water System Interconnection, Redundancy 
and Reliability Act Emergency Supply Plan Sept 2011) 

280	 This project’s purpose and configuration has changed significantly over the course of years, with the 2003 CWA Section 404 permit 
application describing the project purpose as to “provide a source of raw potable water supply and to create a water amenity 
feature that will serve as the centerpiece of the phased development of the Glades Farm.” That application further stated, “This 
public and private Project [sic] represents a unique dual purpose venture that is controlled by the terms and agreements between 
the applicants. These purposes are linked and cannot be analyzed separately.” As noted in EPA’s October 1, 2009 letter regarding 
an application from that year, although the project purpose has been rewritten, it may still include the dual purposes of water 
supply and amenity feature for development. Current information states that although the reservoir itself is to augment flow 
downstream of the point of withdrawal to the Cedar Creek reservoir (and thus Glades Reservoir may not be afforded the same 
protections as a direct drinking water supply lake), the overall project purpose is water supply. It should be considered in 
evaluating the project whether “but for” a withdrawal from the Chattahoochee for drinking water supply, flow augmentation 
would be necessary. EPA recommends that this project be treated as a drinking water supply project, consistent with previously 
proposed projects with similar configurations, such as Cobb/Canton Hickory Log reservoir. The use of land surrounding the 
proposed impoundment must also be included in evaluating project purpose, need, alternatives, and impacts, particularly if part 
of the reservoir’s purpose is to serve as a centerpiece for development. 
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281	 The basis for any project review is an appropriately defined project purpose. Specifically for Clean Water Act Section 404 
evaluation of a project, it in turn serves as the basis for—among other considerations—project scale, justification of impacts to 
public resources, alternatives analysis, selection of the LEDPA (Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative), and 
assessing adherence to the mitigation sequence of avoidance, minimization, and compensation. The June 2011 application 
describes demand calculations based on a number of factors that may not be appropriate. For example, demands calculations 
relied on an allocation from Lake Lanier of 18 mgd, but in fact 44 mgd may be available from Lake Lanier, considerably reducing 
the unmet demands projections. The demands projections also appear to have used normal usage rates with severe drought 
conditions, whereas restrictions on use in recent droughts have demonstrated that municipalities can significantly reduce 
demand when necessary. Finally, it is confusing that, despite pursuing various efficiency and conservation measures as indicated 
in the 2011 application, per capita usage estimates increased from 98 mgd to 128 mgd; further consideration of efficiency 
opportunities and implementation is needed. Individually or in combination, these and other considerations may reduce the 
projected gap between demand and available supply such that other practicable alternatives may meet the project purpose with 
significantly less environmental damage, possibly at a fraction of the expense to the ratepayers of Hall County. They may in fact 
address the demand gap completely such that no impacts to aquatic resources would be incurred. 

282	 There are many water issues going on in this reach of the river that have bearing on the proposed permit. We consider it 
necessary to evaluate this project in the context of the overall current and future water supply needs of the region, as it is likely 
there will be additional proposed projects of this type in the future. EPA, therefore, recommends that the EIS provide a regional 
perspective on water supply needs and alternatives for meeting regional needs. For example, it is possible that other water 
authorities also have unmet future demands and joint ventures with these utilities, which could include ownership interests, may 
meet the demands of multiple water suppliers. 

283	 Has non-revenue losses of water throughout the distribution system (e.g. leaking pipes) been identified as a way to increase water 
efficiency and reduce future water needs? EPA recommends that through the EIS process an independent evaluation assess how 
effective efficiency measures such as those described in the EPA Region 4 Water Efficiency Guidelines, May 2010 (WEGs) have 
been implemented. 
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284	 This project has a long and convoluted history reaching back to at least 2001. The overall size and proposed uses of this project 
have changed substantially over time. Originally, the project was intended to serve almost entirely as an amenity lake with a small 
secondary use as a water supply. Having been through various interim iterations, this project has evolved into its present 
version with an 850-acre reservoir indirectly supplying 72.5 million gallons per day ("mgd") of water. Even so, a close review of the 
present proposal including the project's planned operations and the narrow set of conditions under which the project could 
provide any water supply suggests that the project is still intended primarily as an amenity lake. For these reasons, the EIS must 
take an especially hard and independent look at the project's justification and operations, as well as reasonable and practicable 
alternatives to the stated purpose of providing water supply. 
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285	 An EIS must briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency action is responding in proposing the alternatives 
including the proposed action. The purpose and need statement should not be so narrow as to "define competing 'reasonable 
alternatives' out of consideration (and even out of existence)." "[W]henever the NEPA document's scope of analysis renders it 
appropriate, the Corps also should consider and express that activity's underlying purpose and need from a public interest 
perspective. Also, while generally focusing on the applicant's statement, the Corps will in all cases exercise independent judgment 
in defining the purpose and need for the project from both the applicant's and the public's perspective." We have the following 
comments and questions concerning the purpose and need for the Glades Reservoir. Project's primary purpose is not water supply 
because the reservoir is proposed to remain full: According to the Federal Register notice, the alleged purpose of the proposed 
project is to "provide sufficient water supply to meet projected water demand in Hall County through the year 
2060.” As we discuss below, Hall County has wildly overestimated its future water supply needs. However, even if we take the 
needs statement on face value, we doubt the project as designed will actually serve as a dedicated water supply source now or in 
the near future. Instead, the applicant proposes to use Glades Reservoir as a piece of a convoluted and speculative engineering 
scheme to offset hypothetical low flows that will presumably arise from a yet-to-be permitted direct withdrawal out of the 
Chattahoochee River immediately above Lake Lanier. The applicant proposes diverting the direct Chattahoochee withdrawal to 
the existing Cedar Creek Reservoir in the Oconee River basin. The applicant then proposes augmenting the Chattahoochee River at 
the point of the withdrawal by pumping the impounded Chattahoochee water in Glades Reservoir back up to the withdrawal 
point. The entire Glades Reservoir application hinges on the assumption that it will be operated to benefit Cedar Creek Reservoir. 
Cedar Creek Reservoir has a permitted safe yield of 7.5 mgd and is permitted to receive up to 20 mgd in diversions from the North 
Oconee River. The applicant proposes to somehow add an additional 86.4 mgd to this reservoir. Cedar Creek Reservoir is too small 
to receive anything other than a small fraction of the proposed 80+ mgd of this water on a daily basis. Cedar Creek Reservoir is 
only 143 acres in size and holds only 1.161 billion gallons of water. In other words, Glades Reservoir would remain full-with no 
water being withdrawn from it for any water supply purpose-for decades because it will not be needed to offset any large 
diversions from the Chattahoochee to the Cedar Creek Reservoir. 

286	 We are unconvinced that this is not in fact an amenity lake disguised as a water supply reservoir for permitting purposes. The fact 
remains that the land surrounding the Glades project site is owned by a single landowner. The scoping documents contain no 
information concerning the actual daily operations of Glades – in other words, over time, how will the elevation of Glades 
change in response to supposed growing demand? Or how will the reservoir operations differ during drought and non-drought 
periods? On its face, the proposal envisions a reservoir that will remain full many decades out into the future. 
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287	 The Hall County's "Year 2060 Water Needs Certification" predates the June 2011 ruling by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 11th 
Circuit which reversed a district court decision invalidating access to Lake Lanier for water supply. Now that the Corps must 
operate Lanier for water supply, the need for Glades is obsolete. Lanier is immediate, affordable, and the most environmentally 
sustainable alternative for meeting Hall County's current and future water supply needs. The County's needs certification at page 
one even states: "Prior to the Magnuson Order, Hall County anticipated that withdrawals from Lake Lanier would supply a 
substantial portion of the Hall County Service Area's future water needs." The Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District 
("Metro District" or "District") has assessed future water supply needs for Hall County. The District has projected a 2050 need of 
57 mgd. We note that this figure is comparable to the figure provided by the County in their 2060 needs certification (i.e., 53.5 
mgd, p. 4) for the only scenario that matters, namely lawful access to Lanier for water supply. See below for our comments 
concerning the County's overstated future water supply need. Therefore, by our accounting, there is no "unmet water supply 
need" as the County alleges. 
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288	 The Glades Project is not needed because it is predicated on the assumption that Hall County will grow more than all other 
indications suggest: According to Hall County's "Year 2060 Water Needs Certification," the County's population is projected to 
reach 947,941 by 2060 (p. 1). This projection is based on an extrapolation of a 2050 projection of 729,192 generated by the 
Governor's Office of Planning and Budget ("OPB") in March 2010. OPB's 2050 projection and the Hall County 2060 extrapolation 
grossly exaggerate the actual growth the region will experience over the next five decades. OPB's projections, although released in 
2010, are based on the 2000 U.S. Census data. In fact, OPB projected Hall County population would have 197,394 people in 2010, 
when the 2010 U.S. Census revealed the actual population to be nearly 10% lower, or 179,684. Furthermore, the OPB projections 
differ substantially from those found in comprehensive land use and water plans. Consider the data used by the Atlanta Regional 
Commission (ARC) during its most recent comprehensive land use planning effort, which projected growth out to 2040. By 
2040, ARC projected Hall County to reach just 346,147 residents. By comparison, OPB's 2030 projection for Hall County (407,649 
residents) is nearly 18% higher than ARC's 2040 projection for the county. We further note the ten year difference in the timelines, 
which only exacerbates this discrepancy. Also consider the data set used by the North Georgia Metro Water Planning District 
during its latest regional water planning effort, which projected growth out to 2035 and 2050. By 2035, the Metro District projects 
405,200 residents for Hall County. Although the difference between the OPB 2030 projection and the Metro District 2035 
projection may be slight, we note there is a five-year difference in the timelines, suggesting the discrepancy would be greater for 
comparable timelines. In fact, we do see that by 2050 the difference in the projections is more pronounced. The Metro District 
projects Hall County to reach just 442,800 residents by 2050. OPB's projection for 2050 of 729, 192 exceeds the Metro District 
projection by more than 286,000 or by 65%. These exaggerated population projections predictably result in exaggerated future 
water demands. According to the "Hall County Year 2060 Water Needs Certification," future water demand for Hall County is 
expected to be 100 mgd by 2060. The Metro District, in contrast, has projected a much smaller future water demand for Hall 
County of 57 mgd by 2050. Multiplying Hall County's assumed per capita water consumption rate of 120 gpd by the County's 2050 
population estimate produces a projected future demand of 87.5 mgd. Thus, Hall County has projected an additional 30.5 mgd or 
54% more water demand for the County compared to the Metro District's prediction. As demonstrated above, the County has 
used inflated population estimates to show an "unmet water supply need," when legitimate data provides evidence to the 
contrary. 
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289	 The project's history as stated in the application is outdated and presents an incomplete account of the Glades Reservoir project. 
As noted above, the flawed project history is immensely important because the current permit application materials fail to 
recognize that the Magnuson Order was reversed by the 11th Circuit Court of Appeals in June 2011. Specifically, the Court of 
Appeals reversed the Magnuson Order (a federal district court decision) and found that water supply is in fact an authorized 
purpose of Lanier, on par with hydropower, navigation, and flood control. In addition, the appellate panel vacated the 2012 
deadline imposed in the Magnuson Order which would have drastically reduced existing withdrawals out of the lake. The 
appellate decision provides the Corps with much more authority to determine how water in the Chattahoochee River and Lake 
Lanier should be allocated. Moreover, the judicial panel gave the Corps one year to determine how it will operate Lanier to meet 
water supply and the lake's other authorized purposes. Presumably, the Corps' determination will be made shortly after the public 
comment on the Glades scoping process closes, but before the draft EIS is prepared. Therefore, the latest development in the tri
state water rights litigation is expected to have a significant impact on water supply allocation from Lake Lanier, and the Corps 
should require Hall County to revise the application to recognize this significant decision. The Court of Appeals decision, however, 
has been appealed by neighboring states, so the matter is before the U.S. Supreme Court. As such, the amount of water available 
to Hall County from Lake Lanier in the future will be determined soon by the highest court and by the Corps' decision on how 
water will be allocated from Lake Lanier. Either way, the proposed project purpose and need are incomplete without recognition 
of the appellate decision. Hall County's water supply needs including its projected access to water supply from Lake Lanier must be 
reassessed (and, as emphasized above, the "needs" alleged by the county are overestimated). Additionally, an evaluation of all 
practicable alternatives to the proposed project at this time is premature. 
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290	 As an initial matter, the Corps must fully explore the relationship between Hall County and the City of Gainesville with respect to 
the water distribution system and any and all legal agreements related thereto. As noted by the applicant, pursuant to state law 
the County has entered into a lease/purchase agreement with the City. Such agreements provide that Hall County serve water 
to a certain limited section of the County, and the City serves the remaining areas of the County in addition to its own residents. 
At the end of the lease/purchase agreement, however, the City will own and operate the County's water distribution system, too, 
and will control the entire service area of Hall County and Gainesville. This agreement is referred to and was enclosed in a 
letter the City wrote on March 1, 2012, addressed to the Savannah Regulatory Division of the Corps.  The City of Gainesville's 
statement that it has not agreed to the County's proposal for Glades Reservoir must be considered by the Corps in its evaluation 
of this project. Despite the legal agreements, in its project purpose Hall County claims that it will continue to develop water supply 
sources. The County appears to be making conflicting statements with regard to the project's purpose and need. On the one hand, 
the County has entered into and implemented an agreement with the City of Gainesville to transfer the water distribution system 
services to the City so that the City will service the entire Hall County and Gainesville service area in the future. On the other hand, 
the County has applied for permission to construct a massive and expensive water distribution system without coordination, 
approval, or even notice to the City, that owns and operates Cedar Creek Reservoir. Through the EIS, the Corps should analyze the 
implications of the longstanding and ongoing lack of cooperation between the City of Gainesville and the applicant to include 
Cedar Creek Reservoir in the Glades Reservoir project. Without Cedar Creek Reservoir the Glades Reservoir project is not a water 
supply project by any definition, as there is no proposed mechanism to withdraw, treat, and distribute water from the Glades 
impoundment. In other words, without Cedar Creek, Glades Reservoir is an amenity reservoir, which was its original purpose. 

291	 As noted above, the federal district court order issued by Judge Magnuson was reversed in June 2011 and is no longer binding. As 
such, any supposition or analysis of implications of that order should be deleted from the application, and the overall project 
purpose and need should be reconsidered. 

292	 The County refers to the Metro District's Water Supply and Conservation Plan's statement that any effort or project that increases 
water resources is critical to all of the jurisdictions of the Metro District. Based on this generalized principle, the County claims 
that Glades Reservoir is in line with the Metro District plan. However, it is incorrect that Glades Reservoir will actually increase 
existing water resources for the Metro District region, when, in fact, the reservoir is only capturing water that is already currently 
being captured in Lake Lanier. Simply put, Glades Reservoir is not a "new" water supply resource. 
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293	 For its water demand projections, Hall County has assumed a steady per capita water use of 120 gpcd. Given natural conservation 
as well as the high potential for targeted and more aggressive water conservation and efficiency to secure significant reductions in 
per capita demand, Hall County must re-evaluate its assumptions and demand projections. 

294	 For the reasons stated above, we do not believe that the proposed Glades Reservoir project is needed to supply water to Hall 
County. We urge the Corps to conduct a robust analysis of alternatives in the EIS, and to critically evaluate all of the impacts from 
the numerous components to the Glades Reservoir project. 

295	 The Corp should include in their analysis a review of the demand projections projected by Hall County. In other words, are the 
projected needs for 2060 real. 

296	 The evaluation of the proposed Glades reservoir needs to include the impact of the project on the 2060 water supply needs of 
existing water systems that depend on Lake Lanier such as DeKalb County. 

297	 Threshold questions regarding the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects make evaluation of the current proposal premature. To 
assess a concrete proposal, these must be resolved first. A. Pending Corps Mobile District Analyses. 1. Corps' Water Allocation 
Analysis: First, neither the Applicant nor the public can gauge the need for the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects until the Corps 
Mobile District's court-ordered water allocation analysis for Lake Lanier is completed. On June 28, 2011 the Eleventh Circuit Court 
of Appeals reversed an earlier decision by the District Court in the Tri-State Water Wars Litigation and directed the Corps to 
prepare a water allocation analysis for Lake Lanier within one year. See In re Tri-State Water Rights Litigation, 644 F.3d 1160 (11th 
Cir. 2011). Corps Mobile District will initially undertake this analysis. The Corps' operation of Lake Lanier and the potential for 
allocation of Lake Lanier storage for water supply are directly relevant to the need for the proposed Projects. Therefore, the Corps' 
evaluation should not be undertaken until this is accomplished, and the Water Control Manual ("WCM") for the ACF reservoirs is 
updated, so that the resulting information can be evaluated in assessing the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects. Depending on 
the outcome of the Corps' water allocation analysis, Hall County's unmet need for water supply could be significantly lower than 
the projected 72.5 MGD. In addition, operation of Lake Lanier is a connected action which must be concurrently evaluated. Any 
decision made on the proposed action could constitute an impermissible commitment of resources, precluding consideration of 
alternatives to the management of Lake Lanier. See 40 C.F.R. § 1502.2(f). 
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298	 EVALUATION OF PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECTS: All elements of the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects 
should be re-evaluated, given the Eleventh Circuit's June 28, 2011 decision in In re Tri-State Water Rights Litigation. In addition, 
the Corps should undertake its own independent evaluation of each of the elements leading to Hall County's water demands 
analysis, including population growth rates and per capita water usage demands. Moreover, the purpose and need as stated by 
the Applicant is too narrow. The Corps has an obligation under both the National Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA") and the CWA 
Section 404 to conduct a full evaluation of reasonable and practicable alternatives that are not artificially narrowed by the 
applicant's statement of purpose and need. 

299	 Re- evaluation of Purpose and Need in Light of Eleventh Circuit Decision: On July 17, 2009, Judge Magnuson (United States District 
Court for the Middle District of Florida) issued a decision in Phase 1 of the In re Tri-State Water Rights Litigation, 639 F. Supp. 2d 
1308 (M.D. Fla., 2009) ("Judge Magnuson's Order"). Much of the Applicant's proposal and analysis is based on an assumption that 
Judge Magnuson's Order applies. However, on June 28, 2011, the Eleventh Circuit issued a decision reversing Judge Magnuson's 
Order. Although Appellants are seeking U.S. Supreme Court review of the Eleventh Circuit's decision, it is no longer unreasonable 
to assume reallocation of Lake Lanier's storage for water supply beyond the limitations in Judge Magnuson's Order. Cf Alternatives 
Analysis, Water Supply Options for Hall County at 4 (June 2011) (" ... it is not reasonable to continue to rely on this reallocation [of 
44 mgd from Lanier to City of Gainesville as projected in the 2009 Plan] in light of the Magnuson Order."). The Corps should, at a 
minimum, evaluate an alternative purpose and need which assumes an increased allocation for Gainesville, and thus, the County's 
water supply, beyond the 18 MGD specified in the County's Year 2060 Water Needs Certification. 
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300	 Verification of Population Estimates Used to Establish Need: As the basis for its previous Glades Reservoir proposal, for which 
comments were received in September 2009, Hall County concluded that its unmet 2060 need for water supply was 6.5 MGD. In 
its current proposal, Hall County asserts that its unmet need for water supply in 2060 has dramatically increased-by over 1100% 
to 72.5 MGD. This dramatic increase is based in part on the now-outdated assumption that water supply from Lake Lanier will, for 
the most part, not be available. More importantly, however, this increase in projected unmet need is based on a significant 
change in population projections for Hall County since 2009. As part of its review, the Corps should independently calculate Hall 
County population projections. In 2009, the Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District's Water Supply Conservation Plan 
projected that the County's 2050 population would be 442,800.9 These estimates were based on information from Hall County's 
Regional Development Center. Hall County's current application materials nearly double those 2009 estimates, assuming a 2050 
population of 729,192 and a 2060 population of 833,333. These new estimates, on which the asserted need for the proposed 
Projects is based, are not in line with previous estimates, and employ a growth rate substantially higher than the County 
previously experienced. Because the population estimates used are key to analyses of need for and alternatives to the proposed 
action, the Corps should independently review the Applicant's methodology and conclusions regarding-and calculate its own 
estimates for-Hall County's 2060 projected population. In this process, the purpose and need for the project cannot calculate in 
(or bootstrap) the proposed project's development. Thus, the calculation of population projections cannot include any growth 
dependent on or induced by construction of the proposed projects. 

301	 Water Usage Assumptions: Hall County's Water Needs Certification perfunctorily states that its per capita water demand rate 
already "reflects various conservation measures" and that Hall County and Gainesville plan to go beyond the minimum 
requirements set forth in the District Plan and the June 21, 2010 EPA Region IV Guidelines on Water Efficiency Measures for Water 
Supply Projects in the Southeast." Hall County Year 2060 Water Needs Certification at 2 (June 2011). The Needs Certification does 
not specify how Hall County will "go beyond" these minimum requirements. Rather, in its Alternatives Analysis, Hall County 
reveals that, "[b]y compliance with the District Plan, Hall County and Gainesville also demonstrate compliance with EPA's water 
efficiency measures." Alternatives Analysis, App. A at 1. Unfortunately, Hall County's application materials fail to specify what 
specific measures the County (rather than Gainesville) is and is not taking, and the estimated demand reductions associated with 
each practice. 

Final Scoping Report, October 2012, Appendix F        72 



Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement: Scoping Comments 

Topic: Project Purpose and Need 

Subtopic: General Comments 

Comment #	 Comment 

302	 Additionally, it does not appear that Hall County currently operates a drinking water or other water distribution system, and 
instead relies on the City of Gainesville for its water supply. Accordingly, Hall County may take the view that many of the water 
conservation strategies of the District Plan do not apply to the County specifically, and only apply to Gainesville. Indeed, the 
"compliance letter" from Georgia EPD to Hall County, dated October 7, 2010, merely certifies that "Hall County is making a good 
faith effort to comply with the District Plans." The letter further indicates that Hall County staff provided documentation that 
15 (out of more than 60 total compliance items) "were on a schedule to be completed in the near future." Given that Hall County 
does not currently operate a water supply system, it may take the view that the remaining audit compliance items do not apply to 
the County. In fact, in providing a "Compliance Analysis" with the EPA Region 4 Guidelines on Water Efficiency Measures for Water 
Supply Projects in the Southeast, Appendix A to Hall County's Alternatives Analysis primarily refers to measures that the City of 
Gainesville is taking, or could take, to meet EPA's Guidelines. Very few details are provided on efforts made by the County to 
minimize demands by implementing EPA's water efficiency measures, including conservation pricing, Stop Leak programs, 
metering all water users, requiring new buildings and landscapes to be water efficient, retrofitting all buildings with efficient 
technology, or encouraging reuse of treated wastewater. Hall County's failure to adhere to these important Guidelines raises 
serious questions regarding the scope and purpose of, and need for, the proposed Projects, as full compliance could significantly 
reduce stated forecasts for unmet 2060 water supply demands, and/or reduce the scope of the proposed action, such as the 
size of the proposed reservoir, or the amount/timing of Chattahoochee withdrawals. 

303	 The Corps must take an independent review of the water conservation and efficiency measures that Hall County is taking to 
reduce its water demands, and thereby minimize or eliminate the need for additional capacity, in accordance with EPA's 
Guidelines, before considering the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects. In addition, the Applicant, and/or the Corps, should 
provide further materials detailing Hall County's, as opposed to just Gainesville's, efforts to comply with both EPA's and Georgia 
EPD's water conservation strategies, including (1) a completed EPA "Water Efficiency Evaluation Checklist" detailing specific 
estimated demand reductions; and (2) a completed Georgia EPD Audit Checklist for Local Governments in the Metropolitan North 
Georgia Water Planning District 2009-2015. 
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304	 Scope of Purpose and Need Statement: FDEP submits that the purpose and need of the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects have 
been defined so narrowly as to impermissibly limit evaluation of alternatives. The Corps has an obligation to independently define 
the purpose and need for a project. In addition, alternatives should not be eliminated for failure to meet 100% of Hall County's 
stated unmet 2060 demands. Rather than relying on a restrictively narrow project purpose that eliminates practicable 
alternatives, the Corps should consider restricting the scope of Hall County's proposed action. NEPA requires the Corps to "study, 
develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved 
conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources." 42 U.S.C § 4332(2)(E). The evaluation of alternatives is "the heart of 
the environmental impact statement." 40 CF.R. § 1502.14. The EIS also shall "briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to 
which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives including the proposed action." 40 CF.R. § 1502.13. Pursuant to CWA 
Section 404, the Corps also has an independent duty to first determine whether any less envirorunentally detrimental practicable 
alternatives exist. See 40 CP.R. § 230.10(a); see, e.g., Sierra Club v. Van Antwerp, 709 P. Supp. 2d 1254, 1263 (S.D. Fla. 2009) 
(recognizing the Corps' independent duty to evaluate practicable alternatives). Although the Corps generally focuses on an 
applicant's statement, the Corps must "in all cases, exercise independent judgment in defining the purpose and need for the 
project from both the applicant's and the public's perspective." 33 C.P.R. Part 325, App. B(9)(b)(4). While agencies cannot ignore 
an applicant's" genuine and legitimate" conclusions regarding importance of a proposed project, a project purpose cannot be 
defined so narrowly as to exclude truly reasonable and practicable alternatives. See Florida Clean Water Network, Inc. v. 
Grosskruger, 587 F. Supp. 2d 1236, 1243-44 (M.D. Fla. 2008) (citing Sylvester v. U.S. Army Corps of Eng'rs, 882 F.2d 407, 409 (9th 
Cr. 1989)). The Corps' own Standard Operating Procedures explain that "[t]he overall project purpose must be specific enough to 
define the applicant's needs, but not so restrictive as to preclude all discussion of alternatives." Corps Standard Operating 
Procedures at 7 (Oct. 15, 1999). Moreover, courts and Corps Headquarters guidance caution the Corps against the practice of 
excluding reasonable alternatives by constricting the project's purpose and need. See, e.g., Simmons v. U.S. Army Corps of Eng'rs, 
120 F.3d 664, 666 (7th Cir. 1997) ("If the agency constricts the definition of the project's purpose and thereby excludes what truly 
are reasonable alternatives, the EIS cannot fulfill its role. Nor can the agency satisfy [NEPA]."). See also Memorandum of Patrick J. 
Kelly, Director of Civil Works, to Commander, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District, Permit Elevation, Hartz Mountain 
Development Corporation (Aug. 17, 1989) ("While the Corps should consider the applicant's views and information regarding the 
project purpose and existence of practicable alternatives, this must be undertaken without undue deference to the applicant's 
wishes.") (emphasis added). 
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305	 Project purpose-The Corps needs to adequately vet the true intent of this project. Is it really a water supply reservoir or is it an 
amenity reservoir hidden under the guise of a supply reservoir? Adjacent land use plans must be thoroughly reviewed and made 
public prior to Corps permitting. 

306	 As part of scoping the Corps must investigate whether adding water supply to sustain 800,000 people in Hall County is even 
feasible at all. Simply saying- we will grow that much does not mean it will or should happen- and points to pie in the sky 
preparation and consideration of growth management .Such proposed growth has associated impacts such as capital expense for 
school, transportation, medical systems, governance systems etc. It is unknown whether hall County has any reasonable hope of 
funding an sustaining such growth with its existing infrastructure systems and land mass. Simply allowing the permit to proceed 
with a "build it and they will come" approach to development does not account for any realistic feasibility of sustaining such 
exponential growth, thus wasting water- a limited resource of the ACF. 

307	 The project need is based on a proposed population of 800,000 in 2060.  The 2010 US Census data from 2010 shows Hall County 
population to be 179,684, a 2.9% per annum growth over the ten year period from 2000-2010 (approximately 40,000 people). 
Assuming a growth rate of 40,000 people a decade for five decades (2010-2060) the population would be expected to increase to 
approximately 379,684 people.  This is less than half the projected 800,000 people to be served in 2060 that is assumed by the 
project! 

308	 The land surrounding the Glades project site is owned by a single landowner. The application assumes that the Glades Reservoir 
will be built and operated to benefit Cedar Creek Reservoir which has a permitted safe yield of 7.5 mgd and is permitted to receive 
up to 20 mgd in diversions from the North Oconee River.  The Glade Reservoir project proposes to add an additional 86.4 mgd to 
the Cedar Creek Reservoir which is in reality too small to receive anywhere close to that amount from Glades Reservoir. This 
means in essence the Glades Reservoir will remain basically full except in catastrophic drought conditions far in the unforeseeable 
future leading us to believe that the Glades Reservoir project is in fact an amenities lake first and foremost, not a water supply 
reservoir. The primary and largest beneficiary of such an amenities lake will be the single landowner and not the future water 
users of Hall County. 

309	 The projections of water needs to the year 2060 for Hall County far exceed the amount projected by the North Georgia Water 
Planning District. 

310	 As a resident of Troup County, I am opposed to another reduction/control of waters from the Chattahoochee River.  We have a 
constant struggle already with maintaining a suitable water level.  Adding another reservoir which would be supplied by pumping 
water from the river would be COUNTERPRODUCTIVE. 
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311	 And one of the things that -- it's lovely. There's a lot of wildlife in there. And if we were to destroy or permanently alter the 
stream, you'd want to do it for some strong public reason. We're not against reservoirs because they are necessary. This particular 
reservoir, though, doesn't have much to recommend it, other than from the point of view of Hall County getting control over some 
water. And the question is whether or not that's needed. As a Hall County resident, on the one hand, it would be nice to make 
sure that we had access to plenty of water in the future where, you know, other municipalities and counties might not have access 
to it. But it would be at a considerable price. I would anticipate that since the project is very expensive and will probably be at 
least twice the almost $400,000,000 that they anticipate. The question is, is that expense worth it? 

312	 The County Commissioners have bragged how if they get all of this water, they're going to be able to sell it at high rates to a 
thirsty Forsyth County and Cobb County and DeKalb County and recoup their expense by selling down there. This is not -- the basic 
problem is that taxpayers are going to have to pay for it eventually. And looking at all taxpayers as a group, the most efficient, 
economical way of accessing this water is directly from Lake Lanier. This would only be true --it would only not be true if Lake 
Lanier had insufficient storage space for water, but that's not the case. In 20 years, the Corps has never had to release water from 
Lake Lanier because it was too high. Most of the time, it's way below the normal level. This extra storage space is not needed. And 
as a matter of fact, with the usage of water, every year, it becomes less needed. It only is needed in the sense that it gives one 
governmental unit control over a resource that I think is disproportional to its needs, you know, especially immediate needs 
because they're talking about selling the water to other people. We certainly don't need the water now. It would certainly be 
premature for Hall County to even want to. But to be approved to make a long-term agreement to take this type of -- this amount 
of water out of the Chattahoochee River and damming -- most of it comes from the Chattahoochee. A small amount would come 
from Flat Creek. When we haven't seen what the Corps will come up in terms of a water supply plan that's been mandated by the 
11th Circuit. Of course, another consideration will be -- it's unlikely that the Supreme Court will take this case in review. But if they 
do, then that situation may change what is politically needed for the region. If for some reason Hall County and Gainesville is 
denied access to the waters of Lake Lanier, then perhaps, extraordinary expenses, such as this project envisioned could be 
justified. But at the present time, it's not. I know it was filed before the 11th Circuit decision was made. And there is no -- I mean, 
it just doesn't make sense. 

313	 It is -- another aspect is it sets a bad precedent. If Hall County is allowed to take massive amounts of water out of the 
Chattahoochee, why not Baldwin and Cornelia? Why shouldn't they build large reservoirs? It only makes sense if we need more 
storage space. If, in fact, we're having to flush massive amounts of floodwaters down into the Gulf, then, yes, we need additional 
storage space. But there's no general public need for this. Matter of fact, it's destructive. 

Final Scoping Report, October 2012, Appendix F        76 



Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement: Scoping Comments 

Topic: Project Purpose and Need 

Subtopic: General Comments 

Comment #	 Comment 

314	 It's hard to find anything positive in the program other than giving one governmental entity an unfair advantage to the water in 
Lake Lanier over another governmental entity. It is talked about that the lake would be of benefit in enhancing the value of the 
shore area -- you know, that it could be developed into high income residential land. At present, we've got a whole lot more land 
available than the ability of the public to purchase it. If you operate the reservoir where there is -- it's kept full, then that will 
enhance the value of the land, with the negative consideration that it's going to be a muddy lake, at least as far as the water that 
comes from Flat Creek and water that is pumped there at high water of the Chattahoochee, which is also quite impounded. The 
more that the Lake --the reservoir is kept at a stable level, the more value it creates for the adjacent land, but the less value it has 
as a water storage facility. So if it's a water storage facility, it should be empty a lot of the time. But the plan is not for it to be 
empty. I have just been told that the variation that is anticipated is 50 feet. A reservoir that varies 50 feet of mud banks is not 
going to be very slightly. In my opinion, the natural area, the farmland, the creek is more desirable scenically and residentially than 
a muddy reservoir that varies 50 feet. 

315	 Thank you for forwarding the March 1, 2012 City of Gainesville letter commenting on the proposed Hall County Glades Water 
Supply Reservoir. We concur with many of the points of this letter. The Glades Water Supply Project is, as Gainesville noted, not 
planned to supplant the maximum amount of water withdrawal allowed by the Corps of Engineers from Lake Lanier. As 
demonstrated in the Water Supply Needs Analysis submitted as part of our Section 404 application, the reservoir project is 
planned to meet the Year 2060 Hall County water supply needs which will exceed the water to be withdrawn directly from 
Lake Lanier by the City of Gainesville. Hall County totally supports this Lake Lanier water withdrawal and we totally support the 
maximum allocation of Lake Lanier water to the City of Gainesville. However, there will be a significant unmet water need in 
Hall County in the year 2060. This unmet need is projected to be 72.5 mgd and is proposed to be met by the Glades Reservoir 
Project. 

316	 The creation of another reservoir that is going to be filled by removing more water is an illogical approach to solving the water 
consumption demands of Atlanta.  The Board requests that the USACOE not permit the creation of the Glades Reservoir. 

317	 Water is the life blood of quality of life issues and necessary for economic growth ( jobs ). Without water all the rest are 
unnecessary. The Glades project ensures water for the people of several counties in northeast Georgia. this project is needed, it is 
logical and affordable. This is a must do project for the future. Request approval. 

318	 I live down stream from Atlanta but Above Columbus.  I do not think they should be allowed to hoard water.  If you allow them to 
do it, others will soon follow. 

319 I strongly oppose the glade reservoir.  i feel like the population projections are not accurate. 
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320 It is simply not needed!!! 
321	 While not specifically opposed to the reservoir, the City of Oakwood is concerned about the cost of its construction and who will 

pay for it. Especially in light of these tough economic conditions, I simply must question as to whether or not now is the time to 
embark on such a costly endeavor when it seems the demand for this raw water has not really been firmly established. 

322	 The Gwinnett County Department of Water Resources has reviewed the applicant's proposal for the subject project and offers the 
following comments. It appears this project will reduce the yield of the Chattahoochee River basin in Lake Lanier and below Buford 
Dam for the Metro Atlanta area. This project will directly take water that would flow into Lake Lanier and store it above Lake 
Lanier for use by Hall County and others. The project would also send water to the Cedar Creek reservoir. The Cedar Creek 
reservoir is in the Oconee River basin and this movement of the Chattahoochee River water to the Oconee River basin would 
constitute "interbasin transfer." We understand the need for raw water supply for Hall County however, the 11th Circuit Court of 
Appeals has ruled that water supply is an authorized purpose of Lake Lanier, the largest reservoir in north Georgia. The Gwinnett 
County Department of Water Resources is concerned with the impact of an interbasin transfer out of the Chattahoochee River 
basin along with the need for a reservoir immediately above Lake Lanier. 

323	 Sir:  The population of Hall County is 200,000 at present. This base is to pay for a reservoir planned for 500,000 people. Jefferson 
County, Alabama and Harrisburg, Pennsylvania are bankrupt because public works project have proven to be much, much more 
expensive than anticipated. 

324	 Now, I understand that Hall County wants to develop and I understand that they want to become a larger population center so 
that they can become economically more viable or for whatever reason, but perhaps it is ill considered to locate a large 
population in an area that already has insufficient freshwater to serve it. And, to serve the areas downstream. So, I strongly object, 
strongly object to any additional reservoirs. I think there's already too much water being withheld from this river system. 

325	 The EIS Scope of Work should include an explanation and justification for increasing the size of the reservoir from 6.4 MGD (see 
Table 2-2 of the May 2009 MNGWPD Water Supply and Water Conservation Management Plan) to 80 MGD. 

326	 It's my understanding that the existing Cedar Creek Reservoir pump station is not being used currently for water supply. How 
many years into the future will the existing Cedar Creek Reservoir supply water for Hall County and Gainesville once the need is 
established? And therefore, how many years in the future will it be before the Glades Reservoir is really needed for water supply 
since the current Cedar Creek Reservoir is not even being used? 

327	 Current conditions and water use in the basin make it practically and physically impossible for the EIS to demonstrate a feasible 
rationale for the project. 
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328	 Hall County's need for 100 MGD as stated in the Need Certification (Hall County 2011) is based on population projections for Hall 
County of 833,333 and average water use of 120 gallons per capita per day by the year 2060. Reports describing the methods for 
these projections should be included on the Glades Reservoir website so that the public has the opportunity to verify the 
projections used to justify the purpose and need. 

329	 Additionally, the Need Certification cited the July 17, 2009, ruling of Federal Judge Paul Magnuson in the tri-state water rights 
litigation as evidence that Lake Lanier provided inadequate supply. Considering that Judge Paul Magnuson ruling was overturned 
in appeal June 28, 2011, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) was given one year to determine water supply allocation of 
Lake Lanier, we recommend that the Need Certification be updated when all applicable information is available and the public has 
had an adequate opportunity to review and comment on the population and use projections. 

330	 The following comments delineate issues from the above-referenced Section 404 Permit application (dated June 10, 2011) that 
are of concern to the City and which need to be updated or otherwise addressed in the EIS: The basis for justification of need for 
the Glades project appears to be the 2009 Magnuson decision, which limited access to Lake Lanier; however, that decision has 
been overturned by the 11th Circuit Court of Appeals, which also gave the USACE one year to make a final determination on the 
State of Georgia's request for water supply storage in Lake Lanier. Because a portion of the State's water supply request is 
intended for the City of Gainesville, the final determination on this request should be taken into account before any decision is 
made about the need for the Glades Reservoir project; at least to the extent the County has identified the City as a potential 
customer. 

331	 In addition, the USACE Mobile District is currently preparing an updated Master Water Control Manual for its projects in the ACF 
Basin. This document may also affect the water supply available from Lake Lanier. Both of these documents are critical to the 
evaluation of the water supply situation at Lake Lanier. 
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332	 I have followed the Glades Reservoir project for some time.  Most recently, I attended a public meeting at Gainesville College, and 
became convinced that the entire idea of Glades is based on faulty data and incorrect assumptions about population growth.  This 
brings into question the entire idea and the reasons and motives its supporters have for their support and why taxpayers should 
be asked to put up nearly $300 million.  It took the last 50 years for Hall County to add 130,000 residents.   Yet, according to 
'information' presented at this most recent public meeting, we are expected to believe that Hall will add 600,000 residents over 
the next 50 years - a 400% increase in growth rate - and therefore, the need for Glades.   No basis for this tremendous increase is 
offered, no background data are offered, no modeling of any sort that could possibly justify such a number is presented.  In fact, 
as the US economy continues to sputter and show no signs of sustained strength and viability, such an estimate becomes even 
more ridiculous.  This population growth estimate is not based on anything real, and therefore, the taxpayers are being misled. 

333 I appreciate the opportunity to learn more about the proposed reservoir. I think it's imperative we plan and build for the future so 
I am overall in favor of the creation of this system. 

334 We the people of Hall County Georgia and the entire state of Georgia really need this reservoir. This is how we can plan on water 
for the future. Without well planned water systems we could very well run into great problems with our water. 

335 Additionally, we recommend that the study also consider the water demand in 2060 (as opposed to 2040) to correspond with the 
projections in the Need Certification. 

336	 The Chattahoochee River system is recognized for its beauty, outstanding recreational opportunities, and as a major drinking 
water source. Both pump storage reservoirs are really amenity lakes for future development disguised as water supply sources. 
The projected water supply need for these projects is based on grossly inflated population growth data.3 

337	 Regarding the stated purpose and need, EPA has concerns regarding the projected water demands, proper determination of water 
efficiencies, impacts relating to the recent appellate court's decision regarding the Magnuson ruling and stated purpose of the 
propose project. Projected Water Demands: Regarding projected water demands, EPA is concerned that the projected population 
growth, which is the foundation for the water demands projection might be insufficient. The June 2011 application describes 
demand calculations relied on a number of factors that may not be appropriate (See attached table). EPA recommends the Corps 
thoroughly analyze the applicant's water demand projections and adjust the population numbers to reflect current future 
population growth trends. 

3 This comment was received after the public scoping period had ended and is not included in the comment totals. 
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338	 Water Efficiency: EPA is concerned that the applicant didn't properly analyze water efficiency and conservation measures. EPA 
recommends evaluating this project within the context of water efficiency measures as a component in projecting future water 
demands. We consider water efficiency measures to be central to water supply planning because reservoirs are very costly in both 
money and environmental impacts. EPA recommends that the COE consider recommendations found in the EPA Region 4 Water 
Efficiency Guidelines (May 2010) which help to inform water utilities of the actions to eliminate or minimize the need for 
additional capacity before consideration of a water supply reservoir project on a stream or river. 

339	 Appellate Court's Decision regarding the Magnuson Ruling: The recent appellate court's decision regarding the Magnuson ruling 
has the potential impact future water allocations for Hall County. EPA recommends the Corps should thoroughly analyze the 
applicants Purpose and Need in the context of this recent ruling in the NEP A process (See attached table). Additionally, this ruling 
could impact the Corps alternatives analysis regarding the unmet water demands for Hall County. 

340	 Stated Purpose of the Proposed Project: EPA has many questions and concerns relating to the recent changes in the purpose of 
the Glades Reservoir. This project's purpose and configuration has changed significantly over the course of years, for example, 
past section 404 permits for Glades Reservoir have indicated that the reservoir would have a dual purpose for water supply and as 
an amenity lake (See attached table). Based on the current section 404 permit, the project purpose is listed solely as a water 
supply project. EPA recommends that the Corps clarify and clearly state the intended purpose of the Glades Reservoir in the EIS. 

341	 Finally, because I believe one cannot overstate the role of the revolving door government officials and other consultants that are 
promoting these water schemes to the state local governments, I would like for the record to include the following complete text 
of the following AJC newspaper column on the subject. My hope is that the various government agencies that review the project 
will not be unduly swayed by the influence of these consultants or the many political pressures that will be applied. 

Consultant's power raises questions
 
By Chris Joyner
 
The Atlanta Journal-Constitution
 
3:06 p.m. Saturday, June 4, 2011 
The state of Georgia is preparing to invest $300 million during the next four years to jump-start new reservoir development, a 
complicated, expensive and debatable method to address the metro area's long-term water needs. At the center of most of these 
projects is one man - a lawyer in Covington who commands top dollar from local governments as their reservoir consultant. 
William Thomas "Tommy" Craig has assembled a cadre of experts-for-hire to lock up most of the consulting business and collects 
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millions of dollars from county commissions and city councils by hacking through the thicket of federal and state regulations that 
stand between them and the prize - a reservoir that may be the most expensive investment these governments have ever made. 
"I've got different people for different endangered species," Craig said of his team. "I've got people who do cultural resources. I've 
got people that do wetlands and streams. I've got people that do the engineering. This is a highly specific kind of thing. It's a small 
universe of people who can do this work well." Some believe that consultants wield too much influence over the management of 
Georgia's water resources, pushing local officials toward more expensive and environmentally damaging reservoirs rather than 
making full use of existing water sources. "There are consultants who, in essence, say to their clients, 'Look, I don't think we have 
to follow these rules. I will lobby, cajole, arm-twist, whatever,'" said Sandy Tucker, state field supervisor for the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, one of several government regulators who has a hand in deciding whether to permit reservoir projects in the 
state. That approach ends up costing more time and money for local governments, she said. Three small cities in south Fulton 
County have paid Craig $1.5 million since 2005 to help them create the Bear Creek Reservoir, and they continue to pay him an 
average of more than $25,000 per month, records show. He also is on retainer of $22,500 a month with Hall County to help bring 
about the massive Glades reservoir project there. Cities and counties turn to him, Craig said, because he gets results. "I have, in 
my career, taken over 10 water supply projects at the request of local governments who had other consultants and had spent 
millions of dollars and achieved no results," he said. One of those is Bear Creek in south Fulton. Fairburn, Palmetto and Union City 
combined have about 34,000 people to share the estimated $100 million cost of the reservoir. To finance Bear Creek, the South 
Fulton Water and Sewer Authority issued $42 million in bonds in 2003, and local taxpayers will pay $2.2 million on the debt this 
year. Typical of such projects, the Bear Creek Reservoir is still years away from producing its first drop of water and more debt will 
be incurred before it is done. John Miller, mayor of Palmetto and chairman of the South Fulton Water and Sewer Authority, said 
Craig and his team have been worth the expense. "Tommy Craig's group, if you are building this type of reservoir, is critical," he 
said. "This project spun its wheels for a couple of years because [the authority] didn't have the unique expertise to make to 
happen." 

Building a team 
Craig's services often come as part of a package with those of Joe Tanner & Associates, a firm that brings political heft and an 
insider's knowledge of the regulatory system to projects. Tanner is a former commissioner of the state Department of Natural 
Resources whose team includes Harold Reheis, former head of the state Environmental Protection Division. The firm contributed 
$350,000 to dozens of political campaigns since 2003, most of them for state and legislative races, according to records reviewed 
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by The Atlanta Journal-Constitution. For example, Tanner's firm contributed $12,825 to the campaign of Gov. Nathan Deal last 
year; the governor-elect named Tanner to his transition team. Tanner said he and his associates mostly contribute their 
knowledge and expertise from decades of government service, an approach that has made them very much in demand. 
"There is nothing wrong with carving out a niche for ourselves in business,"Reheis said in a phone interview with the AJC last 
week. "That's part of the American system. It doesn't mean there is anything wrong with the system." Environmentalists often 
oppose reservoir construction, saying there are cheaper, less intrusive ways to provide water. Many are critical of Craig, Tanner 
and their work precisely because they hold the reins of so many projects in development. "This team not only has a near 
monopoly on the business, they seem to have a lock on the facts and information on Georgia's water crisis," said Sally Bethea, 
executive director of the Upper Chattahoochee Riverkeeper. "They put this information forward as the gospel, and they are 
believed by elected officials and everybody else." Craig portrays the criticism of his environmental foes as a "casual and 
irresponsible" approach to the complicated problem of watering a growing region. "The environmental community thinks that 
conservation is the total answer to the water supply answer," he said. "It is not the ultimate answer. I'd be glad to debate that 
publicly." 

On regional water board 
Lt. Gov. Casey Cagle named Craig to the board of the Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District in 2007, and Craig 
served on Cagle's re-election steering committee for the 2010 campaign. Ben Fry, Cagle's spokesman, called Craig an obvious 
choice for the board. "Tommy Craig is one of the leading experts in the state when it comes to water policy," Fry said. He said 
Craig has shown "impeccable integrity" in abstaining from votes directly affecting his own projects. In its water supply 
management plan, the Metropolitan North Georgia water district voiced support for six reservoir projects, which it says are “of 
critical importance” to the region. Craig is a consultant on three of them, but he said he has never used his position on the board 
to influence policy. Craig said he is on the board to "help them avoid mistakes and pitfalls," but some worry that Craig's 
involvement with so many water projects make him a poor fit on the board. "That's troublesome to me," said Rep. Debbie 
Buckner, a Democrat from the Columbus area. "He could influence policy to meet the needs of his customers." Jenny Hoffner, 
director of water supply for the conservation group American Rivers, said Craig's role with the water policy board is a byproduct of 
a system that favors expensive and time-consuming reservoirs over other efforts. "There is a very strong voice for reservoirs in our 
state," Hoffner said. "There clearly is a constituency in this state that stands to benefit from the building - or just the planning of 
these reservoirs. The planning can take, in the best case scenarios, eight years." 
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$300 million investment 
Earlier this year, Deal pledged $300 million in state money during the next four years to promote work on new reservoirs to give 
the state enough water to meet projected growth for decades to come. With the governor signaling his desire to get new reservoir 
projects moving, environmentalists fear the influence of these top consultants will continue to grow. "I don't think it's illegal," said 
Bethea of the Upper Chattahoochee Riverkeeper. "It's just the state or somebody who is the parent here should not be allowing 
these things." Craig counters that the process is governed by population growth. Local governments need to be able to provide 
water for current and future residents and businesses, while areas that do not grow will not need them. "That's the safeguard you 
have got from the environmental standpoint," he said. "If you don't have ratepayers, present and future, lined up, then these 
projects are unaffordable no matter how much state assistance you get." 

'It decreased our leverage' 
In 2009, officials in Hall County decided to greatly expand the planned Glades reservoir and sell the excess water to neighboring 
counties. "In hindsight, I can't say that it was the best idea, especially if we don't have the funding to get it done," said 
Commissioner Ashley Bell, who was not on the commission at the time the decision was made. Bell, a critic of the cost of the $350 
million reservoir project, believes Glades is needed to ensure Hall County's future. But he is worried both about the scope of the 
project and about the millions in fees the county has paid to consultants who never competed to get their contracts. The 
contractors include Craig, Tanner and national engineering firm AECOM. To expand the project, Hall County paid $4 million to buy 
out the family that owned the reservoir land, much of which reimbursed the family for what it already had paid Craig and his 
team. Since then, another $1.8 million has gone to the consultants, and the project is years away from a drinkable drop of water. 
In January, Bell invited representatives from a law firm that competes with Craig for reservoir business to speak to the ommission. 
"I understand that Tommy Craig has had a lock on reservoirs in this state," Bell said. "I wasn't comfortable with the fact of dealing 
with someone who considered himself the only option. It decreased our leverage with him." After the presentation by the 
competing firm, Craig warned the commission that firing him would be a "terrible mistake." It would not only cost the county his 
services but those of Tanner, Reheis and the other firms as well. He did agree to a 10 percent cut to his $25,000-per-month fee. 
But Bell said the episode underscores a problem facing local governments going forward. "When you have a small group of people 
who are the only ones to go to in this area, it puts small governments at a disadvantage," he said. "He says, 'If I go, they go. If you 
fire me, nobody is staying.' It puts us at a disadvantage." Find this article at: http://www.ajc.com/news/georgia-politics-
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elections/consultants-power-raises-questions-967216.html 
342	 As a State Representative and a resident of the area bordered by the Chattahoochee and the Flint Rivers I have some grave 

concerns and a number of questions about the proposed Glade Reservoir and how it will impact those of us downstream from the 
project. As you well know, the Apalachicola, Chattahoochee and Flint River system has been in litigation for over 22 years between 
the states of Georgia, Alabama, and Florida plus other affected parties. I cannot help but wonder if the issuance of a permit for the 
Glades Reservoir is premature until that litigation is complete. I have an additional concern that the issuance of the permit could 
affect the outcome of the litigation. Will the potential impact on this litigation be a consideration in the permitting process? 

343	 The City of Gainesville appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed Glades Farm project. Gainesville provides water 
and sewer services to its own residents and to large portions of Hall County – a geographic area of approximately 400 square miles 
including Clermont, Buford, Oakwood, Braselton, Flowery Branch, Gillsville, and portions of the Lula area. The City provides water 
to Hall County residents pursuant to a master Service Delivery Strategy Agreement and a 2006 Intergovernmental Agreement 
pursuant to which the City assumed responsibility for the entire Hall County water system. Although the Glades Farm property 
was specifically excluded from that agreement, we do have a substantial interest in the project. We are writing to bring two 
specific issues to your attention.  First, Hall County's application for a reservoir permit should not be construed as an indication 
that Gainesville is pursuing alternatives to Lake Lanier. Lanier continues to be the City's preferred option for future supply. We 
have invested considerable resources in litigation and mediation over the past two decades to secure this supply, and, in light of 
the Eleventh Circuit's decision in the Tri-State Water Rights Litigation, we see no further impediment to obtaining it. Our plans 
may change depending on the Corps' decision on remand from the Eleventh Circuit, but that is our focus for now. 

344	 In the interest of brevity and ease of consideration of comments, the Southeastern Federal Power Customers, Inc. ("SeFPC"), 
adopts by reference each and every  comment submitted by Mark Crisp of Global Energy & Water Consulting, LLC. The SeFPC 
concurs fully with the comments submitted by Mr. Crisp and asks the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to respond to each 
accordingly. 
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345	 The Lake Harding Association (LHA) is a 501c3 corporation that represent over 450 homeowners on Lake Harding that is owned 
and operated by Georgia Power.  The Lake Harding Association was organized in 1986 as a non-profit corporation for the purpose 
of bringing together all residents of our lake community as a group to promote a community atmosphere, both socially and as an 
organized voice in matters that might impact our lives and the unique environment of our lake.  Lake Harding is a Georgia Power 
Lake that is located south of West Point Lake and north of Columbus GA on the Chattahoochee River.  The USACE is currently 
reviewing a 404 permit application for Glades Reservoir that has been submitted by Hall County, GA.  As a stakeholder in the 
Chattahoochee River system, our organization would like to point out several issues that we feel that the USACE must address in 
the EIS process. The Apalachicola, Chattahoochee and Flint River system has been in litigation for over 22 years between the 
states of Georgia, Alabama, and Florida plus other affected parties.  The issuance of a permit by the USACE for the Glades 
Reservoir should not be considered until all cases in the litigation have been resolved. 

346	 As I understand this reservoir, the water is going to -- the permit is given by the Corps of Engineers. And the use of it, the way I 
understand it, is to be used for Hall County residents. But at some point, depending on the levels of the Chattahoochee River, 
some of the water must go back into the river. Somebody is making the decision on that outside of Hall County, but Hall County is 
paying for the project. And Georgia residents have restrictions placed upon us on water usage, like on our lawns and that sort of 
thing. But they don't have that down river in Alabama and I don't believe in Florida, either, but it's our water. We're paying for the 
project. That needs to be taken into careful consideration at the beginning. 

347	 As part of its review, the Corps should evaluate whether the proposed dam of Flat Creek requires a permit under Section 9 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 ("RHA"), and should explain its decision as part of the public notice and comment process. RHA 
Section 9 prohibits construction of a dam in any navigable water of the United States until plans for the dam "have been 
submitted to and approved by the Chief of Engineers and Secretary of the Army." 33 U.S.C § 401. Construction of a dam on a 
navigable, intrastate waterway requires approval by both the State legislature and the Chief of Engineers (see 33 CF.R. § 320.2(a)), 
and construction of a dam on a navigable, interstate waterway requires approval by the U.S. Congress and the Assistant Secretary 
of the Army (Civil Works) (see 33 CF.R. § 321.3). Flat Creek meets the Corps' criteria for "navigable waters," which subjects the 
proposed reservoir to RHA Section 9. Further, in evaluating the proposed Projects, the Corps must be mindful of its responsibility 
to protect the federal interest in the operation of reservoirs downstream in the ACF Basin. See, e.g., Owen v. United States, 851 
F.2d 1404, 1408 (Fed. Cir. 1998) (en banc); United States v. Rio Grande Dam & Irrigation Co., 174 U.S. 690 (1899); see also 33 CFR. 
§ 320.4(o)(3) ("Protection of navigation in all navigable waters...continues to be a primary concern..."). 
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348	 As a Lake Lanier resident, I am 100% in favor of adding capacity to the Chattahoochee basin, IF managed correctly. Having said 
that, I do not believe that the project will be successful, if both the Glades Reservoir and Lake Lanier are not governed by the 
SAME body with the SAME purpose And SAME goals. If I understand the proposal correctly, the two reservoirs will be managed 
separately with potentially competing objectives. Therefore, we are AGAINST the Glades Reservoir proposal. 

349	 The Downstream flow study represented seems to be predicated with the Magnusson ruling as a baseline. Such analysis is useless 
and of no value in that the ruling has been overturned. No projects on the ACF should be authorized until such time as the Mobile 
district has established a new Water Control Plan for the basin and vetted such document fully under NEPA. Then and only then 
should any permits be considered by either Mobile or Savannah districts. 

350	 The Chattahoochee River Warden is a 501(c)(3) non-profit organization that represents over 200 stakeholders in the middle 
Chattahoochee River region.  Chattahoochee River Warden uses science, education and advocacy for the protection and 
stewardship of the middle Chattahoochee River and its tributaries.  The water of the Chattahoochee River is a natural resource 
essential to the long term health, economic development and sustainability of our region. The USACE is currently reviewing a 404 
permit application for Glades Reservoir that has been submitted by Hall County, GA.  As a stakeholder in the Chattahoochee River 
system, our organization would like to point out several issues that we feel that the USACE must address in the permitting 
process. The Apalachicola, Chattahoochee and Flint River system has been in litigation for over 22 years between the states of 
Georgia, Alabama, and Florida plus other affected stakeholders.  The issuance of a permit by the USACE for the Glades Reservoir 
should not be considered until all cases in the litigation have been resolved. 

351	 We agree with the City of Gainesville that the proposed Glades Reservoir is not part of the 2006 agreement between Hall County 
and the City of Gainesville. We appreciate the continuing statements of Gainesville that it does not oppose this project. As stated 
in our 404 application, Gainesville is the treated drinking water provider in Hall County. 

352	 Please accept this letter as a point of clarification to correspondence submitted for the record at the Glades Reservoir EIS public 
scoping meeting held last month in East Point, FL. A letter in opposition to the Glades Reservoir project was submitted by ACF 
Stakeholders, Inc (ACFS) member on behalf of the Apalachicola Caucus of ACFS. In media that followed the East Point meeting, the 
opposition to Glades was portrayed as an official position of the entire ACF Stakeholders organization. This letter is to clarify to 
USACE that ACF Stakeholders, Inc has taken no position on Glades or any other proposed reservoir project in the basin. ACFS is 
committed to finding sustainable water solutions for our region and maintaining clear communications with USACE will be a key to 
our ultimate success. Thank you for your attention in this matter and please contact me should you have questions or require 
additional information. 
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353	 We need one agency responsible for managing the ACF System. Glades will be an amenity reservoir not managed by the Corps of 
Engineers; then you have the Georgia Power lakes also not managed by the Corps of Engineers. Therefore, you end up with the 
Corps of Engineers managing the federal reservoirs for all the needs of the ACF System while the privately owned lakes contribute 
little to nothing and hoard water which is NOT theirs to keep! 

354	 And WHY!!!!!! would you create yet another stakeholder just to join the multiple year lawsuits it makes no sense to me until the 
West point project and Lanier are able to be managed according to the congressional charter I strongly oppose any new reservoir 
being created. 
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355	 Alabama has reviewed a letter dated March 1, 2012 that the City of Gainesville sent to the Corps (see attached letter) stating that 
Hall County's application needs to be revised to exclude Cedar Creek Reservoir unless the County and the City reach an 
agreement. The City contends that the County does not have the legal right to utilize Cedar Creek Reservoir in the manner 
proposed, and the City does not support the application as submitted. Alabama believes that consideration of the application, 
including the scoping for the EIS, should be suspended until Hall County demonstrates that it has resolved its dispute with the City. 

356	 It is my understanding there is a disagreement between Hall County and the city of Gainesville related to this permit request. In a 
number of the environmental permits processes within the state of Georgia agreement of neighboring governing authorities is 
required prior to permitting. It would seem to me; this conflict should be resolved prior to EIS NEPA study since the project might 
change significantly as a result of the dispute. I would like to know how that conflict impacts the permitting process. 

357	 The first question is, it appears from the project overview that the toe of the dam and the toe of the emergency spillway 
encroaches on Corps of Engineers property boundaries up to their 1085 flood control elevation. Has that been analyzed and has 
the Corps provided their agreement to -- in some way, form or fashion, to transfer ownership or responsibility of that piece of 
property to either Hall County or City of Gainesville? 

358	 The City of Gainesville, GA a supposed partner in the project has publicly stated they are not in favor of this project. Gainesville 
has gone so far as to say they will not let their Cedar Creek reservoir be a piece of this project. If this is the case then the Corps is 
grossly premature in developing an EIS for a project that requires Cedar Creek. 

359	 Ownership of Cedar Creek Reservoir: Next, the EIS process and permit application for the Glades Reservoir Projects appear to 
depend on prior resolution of a dispute between Hall County and the City of Gainesville regarding control of the Cedar Creek 
Reservoir. In a letter to the Corps dated March 1, 2012, the City of Gainesville stated that "Hall County's proposal for the Glades 
project will need to be revised to exclude the Cedar Creek Reservoir unless other arrangements can be made between the City and 
the County ... Gainesville has already invested substantial sums to integrate Cedar Creek into its own system pursuant to [the 2006 
Agreement with Hall County] and Gainesville has not agreed to the County's alternative." The letter further reflects that 
"Gainesville will be the majority owner of Cedar Creek Reservoir by 2019." Whether the Applicant, Hall County, has control over 
the Cedar Creek Reservoir is a fact material to review and evaluation of the proposed action and associated application materials. 
Indeed, until this ownership issue is resolved, any evaluation of currently proposed operations appears to be theoretical. 
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360	 We disagree with the City of Gainesville on the ownership of the existing Cedar Creek Reservoir. We maintain ownership of this 
reservoir and we own the water withdrawal permits for this reservoir. Hall County and the City of Gainesville continue to 
negotiate to resolve the differences we have over the use of the Cedar Creek Reservoir and other water issues. We are 
optimistic that an amicable agreement will be reached for the good of all Hall County's citizens. We look forward to the EIS 
continuing to move forward. 
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361	 Development authorities serve as intermediaries on projects in part to shield details from the public, ie the short form filing. The 
EIS should require a complete public disclosure and review of any existing agreements the applicant may have made concerning 
Glades Reservoir, including the full intergovernmental agreement referenced above. Did the applicant's subsequent purchase of 
the lake site negate those agreements? Are there other side agreements that should be disclosed and considered in the EIS? 

362	 The "meeting highlights" from the recent January 26, 2012 Hall County Board of Commissioners meeting states the following in a 
list of consent agenda items: "Extension Letter of Intent between Hall County and Glade Farm, LLC to allow for further negotiation 
and development of information needed to address items originally agreed upon." Apparently other agreements do exist and 
should be revealed in full. How will they impact the project? 

363	 The “intensity” of the cumulative impacts of water allocation in Georgia and reservoir management on the ACF must also be 
analyzed by the Corps.  These impacts include: “The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are 
likely to be highly controversial”—given the intense ongoing tri-state water wars, this application is clearly controversial. 

364	 On behalf of the Alabama Office of Water Resources and the State of Alabama (collectively, "Alabama"), I submit the following 
comments regarding the scope and types of analysis that should be applied to the Environmental Impact Statement ("EIS") being 
prepared for the Glades Reservoir Project in Hall County, Georgia. As an initial matter, Alabama has requested, but not yet been 
provided, the models and supporting data used by Hall County in preparing its Section 404 Permit application. Without that 
information, Alabama cannot fully assess the proposed project or the appropriate scoping for the EIS. Alabama renews its request 
that it be provided these materials as soon as possible. While Alabama reserves its rights to file supplemental comments upon 
receipt of these materials, Alabama makes the following comments based on the information currently available. 

365	 As these comments make clear, Alabama believes that there are many issues that must be addressed in the EIS that Hall County's 
application does not sufficiently analyze. The competing demands for water in the ACF Basin have drawn national attention and 
have resulted in more than two decades of litigation among the three affected States and various stakeholders. Hall County's 
proposal for a massive interbasin transfer of water from the Chattahoochee River above Lake Lanier requires the most thorough 
and careful scrutiny possible in the EIS process. The proposed project, which is based upon a tenuous claim of need, with the 
resulting sale of water by Hall County to unnamed third parties hardly seems the kind of project that outweighs the significant 
environmental and economic costs associated with it. 

366	 Since over 90 percent on the water allocation sought in the Applicant's proposal is dependent on the support of the City of 
Gainesville and Cedar Creek Reservoir, the application should be denied now rather than allowing more taxpayer dollars to be 
spent in review of the proposal. 
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367	 The LLA has been an advocate for raising the full pool level of Lake Lanier by 2 feet in order to create additional stored water for 
use by the metropolitan Atlanta population, industry and downstream requirements. However we do not position the "1073 
initiative" in contravention to the Glades Reservoir. We fundamentally believe that any proposed plan has to stand on its own 
merits and one is not a substitute for the other. In summary, we are convinced that significant detailed study is needed to 
determine the impacts on Lanier and downstream stakeholders of creating a large diversion of the main water source for North 
Georgia and other water users. We believe that there are sufficient questions related to the current application to warrant further 
study. 

368	 We urge the USACE to follow all NEPA guidelines in establishing the overall impact to the basin of another reservoir. 
369	 Please note these comments do not satisfy your consultation responsibilities under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 

1973, as amended. If the activity "may effect" listed species or critical habitat that are under the purview of NMFS, consultation 
should be initiated with our Protected Resources Division at the letterhead address. 

370	 It would seem that the first step is for Hall County to fully fund a comprehensive study before there is any serious discussion. The 
very topics listed for this comment section seem relevant to that study. Let them put their money where their ambition is. 

371	 No environmental assessment has been undertaken on the 18 miles of pipeline and its damage. 
372	 The Lake Harding Association appreciates the opportunity to make comments to the USACE.  As stakeholders, the USACE must 

protect all interest in the NEPA process.  We strongly oppose this new additional reservoir in the Chattahoochee River system. 
373	 EPA recommends that the COE develop and use a clear process for identifying the preferred alternative. The process should be 

outlined in the DEIS and be written in a manner that the public will be able to understand the selection process for the preferred 
alternative. EPA also recommends that a summary comparison table be developed that includes all the alternatives and potential 
impacts to different resources. 

374	 American Rivers, the Southern Environmental Law Center, and Upper Chattahoochee Riverkeeper are submitting the attached 
comments pertaining to the above-referenced project on behalf of our organizations as well as on behalf of Alabama Rivers 
Alliance, Flint Riverkeeper, and Georgia River Network, We appreciate the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' ("Corps") attention to this 
project and recognition that it requires the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement ("EIS") in order to satisfy the 
National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321 et seq. ("NEPA"). For the reasons stated below, we do not believe that the 
proposed Glades Reservoir project is needed to supply water to Hall County because of the presence of practicable alternatives. 
Aside from the need for a robust alternatives analysis in the EIS, the reservoir's full suite of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts 
must be rigorously evaluated. 
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375	 I think that predominately the environmental impact of this Reservoir as well as the impact on the population, questions I think 
should be asked: 1. Does it impact the environment if so how much and is the benefit to the people justify the detriment to the 
environment. 2. Is there a way to go through with the project with minimal environmental impact. Basically do what is the best or 
at least the middle road good for both the people and the environment. 

376	 The State of Florida Department of Environmental Protection ("FDEP") submits these comments to the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers ("Corps") Savannah District pursuant to the Corps' Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement 
("EIS") and initiate public scoping on an application for a Clean Water Act ("CWA") Section 404 permit for a proposed water supply 
reservoir and pump-station project (the "Glades Reservoir Projects" or "Projects") by Hall County, Georgia. The following 
comments address issues appropriate for the scoping stage of the EIS process, including a range of alternatives and impacts to be 
considered, and considerations regarding the purpose and need for the project as stated by the Applicant. In particular, FDEP 
encourages the Corps Savannah District to carefully evaluate the impact of the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects on the Corps' 
operation of the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint ("ACF") federal reservoirs, as well as on the citizens, ecology and economy 
of Florida, especially on the unique and extraordinary Apalachicola River and Bay. 

377	 While FDEP provides these comments based on the information currently available, it reiterates its prior request for the models 
and supporting data utilized by Hall County in preparing its Section 404 application materials. Without access to this information, 
FDEP cannot fully assess the proposed action, appropriate alternatives and impacts to be considered. 

378	 Preparation of New WCM and EIS for ACF Reservoirs: The Corps Mobile District is revising the water control plans and master 
WCM for the ACF reservoirs. A draft EIS is also being prepared. The WCM will set forth operational criteria for Lake Lanier and the 
other federal reservoirs in the ACF system, and directly impact the State of Florida downstream. The new WCM must be 
developed in close coordination with interested stakeholders, the affected public, and the three States (Alabama, Georgia and 
Florida) consistent with public participation requirements of the Water Resources Development Act ("WRDA"), and the Corps' 
implementing regulations, which require the Corps to provide effective public involvement, coordinate with affected States, 
regional and local agencies, and provide information to the public. The current EIS scoping process-which is limited to the scope of 
the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects-does not satisfy these requirements; therefore, Florida expects the Corps to provide early 
and sufficient opportunity for public participation in the development, revision, and content of the WCM for the ACF Basin, in light 
of any modifications needed as a result of its resolution of the Glades Reservoir Projects application. 

379	 If nothing else, the Corps should re-open the scoping process once details regarding operation of the Cedar Creek Reservoir 
become finalized, and all related information is made public. 
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380	 Availability of Other Information Needed for Evaluation. Model Information: Modeling is a crucial component of both the NEPA 
review process and the development of reasonable and practicable alternatives. FDEP understands that Hall County utilized a 
version of the HEC-ResSim model obtained from the State of Georgia to analyze its proposed Glades Reservoir Projects. The Corps 
has indicated that it and FWS will use the newer version of the model to analyze the new RIOP, and presumably the new WCM. 
FDEP does not have the updated version of the HEC-ResSim model that the Corps will use, or the exact version utilized by Hall 
County; therefore, FDEP reiterates its request for these models. Without access to that modeling data, FDEP cannot fully assess 
the proposed Projects. 

381	 EVALUATION OF IMPACTS OF PROPOSED GLADES RESERVOIR PROJECTS: An EIS must discuss "the environmental impacts of the 
alternatives including the proposed action, [and] any adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the proposal 
be implemented." The NEPA review for the proposed Projects should be broad in scope and include a system-wide analysis 
(including direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts) for the ACF Basin and Corps Mobile District's operations downstream on the 
Chattahoochee. The Corps also should evaluate the impacts described below that are specific to the Apalachicola River and Bay 
and the endangered and threatened species that reside there. 

382	 FDEP appreciates the Corps' consideration of its comments and encourages the Corps to carefully evaluate the purpose and need 
for the Projects, a full range of avoidance and operational alternatives, and all associated impacts. Also, the Corps must fully 
analyze the Projects' effects on its operation of the ACF reservoirs, and on the citizens, ecology, and economy of Florida, especially 
the extraordinary Apalachicola River and Bay. FDEP looks forward to further review and comment once additional project details, 
and modeling information, become available. 

383	 The Chattahoochee River Warden truly appreciates the opportunity to make comments to the USACE.  The USACE must protect all 
interests up and down the Chattahoochee River in the NEPA process.  We strongly oppose this new additional reservoir in the 
Chattahoochee River system. 
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384	 This is in response to your request for input on the scope of the environmental analysis of the proposed Glades reservoir water 
supply project. The Georgia Environmental Protection Division (EPD) has agreed to serve as a "cooperating agency" in this process. 
EPD understands that the goal of the EIS process is to fully evaluate the project proposal, and to determine the effects of the 
proposal on the human and natural environment. EPD understands that the EIS process will address the direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts of the proposed project and a reasonable range of alternatives and also will assess the potential social, 
economic, and environmental impacts of the construction and operation of the reservoir, raw water conveyances, and associated 
facilities. I commend the Corps of Engineers (COE) for the level of effort in the recent Public Scoping Open House Meetings in 
Georgia, Alabama & Florida. It appears that many helpful comments were received. EPD plans to continue evaluation of the 
project under our permitting and regulatory authorities in parallel with the EIS process. EPD will continue to help the COE identify 
and prioritize the issues or pieces of information that should be considered throughout this process. Representatives from EPD's 
modeling group are available to meet with and share information with the COE modelers on hydrologic modeling efforts in the EIS 
process. 

385	 Tri-State Initiatives: In 2009 the AL, GA, and FL Stakeholders in the ACF Basin incorporated as a 501c(3) organization in Albany, GA. 
The mission, goals and charter of that organization can be found at www.acfstakeholders.org. Our common aim has been to seek 
through consensus an equitable allocation of the waters of the ACF Basin. Commander of the South Atlantic Division, USACE and 
Mobile District have applauded our efforts and spoken at our quarterly Governing Board meetings. Currently, our fund-raising has 
secured some $730K in private funds to pursue three distinct water management objectives: (1) an In-stream Flows and Lake 
Levels Assessment to establish metrics for the health and productivity of the resource, (2) a Sustainable Water Management 
Project Plan for running automated flow regime models against the derived metrics to produce optimum flows that will balance 
human and ecological needs, and (3) a collaborative assessment of alternative regional water management organizations to assess 
their relative strengths, weaknesses and applicability to the ACF. The proposed diversion of additional water from the 
Chattahoochee directly threatens these positive, on-going Tri-state consensus efforts and the communities involved and 
benefitting. 
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386	 Riparian Water Rights: The principle observed and active precedent in cases involving eastern water law is that of Riparian Rights. 
Simply stated, if a property owner, city, county or state borders on a body of water, that property owner, etc has an assertable 
right to an equitable share of those waters. If, instead, an upstream property owner asserts a superior right to whatever share of 
the water he can claim, the riparian rights of all downstream are violated. In the case of the waters and tributaries of the ACF 
Basin, construction of the proposed Glades reservoir, violates the rights of the downstream many, for the benefit of the upstream 
few. Because the permitting of this proposed reservoir project is so central to our concerns, we reserve the right to supplement 
the objections cited in this letter at a later time in the public comment period, to include the meeting to be held in Eastpoint, FL 
today. 

387	 I attended the March 20, 2012, USCE meeting at Gainesville College concerning the Glades Project and gave a verbal statement 
there.  The lady who took my statement promised to email me the transcript of my statement within a week or two, so that I 
could correct errors in transcription. (The initial computer transcription had many errors each line so as to be unintelligible.)  As 
yet, four weeks later, I have not received the corrected transcription and the deadline for making comments has passed.  I am very 
concerned that my input will not be considered by those conducting the EIS.  Would someone please contact me regarding my 
concern? 

388	 Given that we know that water in the ACF Basin is a limited resource, does the ACF Basin really need another set of stakeholders 
fighting over a limited resource and negatively affecting existing downstream stakeholders? 

389	 On behalf of hundreds of our members in the Apalachicola, Chattahoochee, and Flint (ACF) River Basin, Apalachicola Riverkeeper 
appreciates the Corps determination that an EIS is required for the referenced project.  We continue to believe that the 
referenced application should be unconditionally denied for reasons enumerated in the letter below.  The interstate nature of the 
ACF River Basin, the authorizations to the US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and the State of Georgia pursuant to Sections 401 
and 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. §§ 1341, 1344), and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. § 403), 
require consideration of the cumulative effects on downstream users in Florida. 

390	 Relevant uses of our members potentially affected by this project include, but are not limited to: conservation, economics, 
aesthetics, general environmental concerns, wetlands, historic properties, fish and wildlife values, flood hazards, flood plain 
values, land use, navigation, shoreline erosion and accretion, recreation, water supply and conservation, water quality, energy 
needs, safety, food and fiber production, mineral needs, consideration of property ownership and in general, the needs and 
welfare of the people. 
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391	 The following comments illustrate the impacts that will ultimately arise from the issuance of a Section 404(b) dredge and fill 
permit by the US Army Corps of Engineers and a Section 401 water quality certification by the Georgia Environmental Protection 
Division.   The US Supreme Court recognized the application of the Clean Water Act to issues of water quantity in PUD No.1 of 
Jefferson County and City of Tacoma v. Washington Department of Ecology, 114 S.Ct. 1900 (1994). In the PUD, the Court made 
clear that the Clean Water Act definition of pollution as “the man-made or man-induced alteration of the chemical, physical, 
biological, and radiological integrity of water (33 U.S.C. 1362(19) and the requirement for the Environmental Protection Agency to 
seek information about “processes, procedures, and methods to control pollution resulting from…changes in the movement, flow, 
or circulation of any navigable waters or ground waters, including changes caused by the construction of dams, levees, channels, 
causeways, or flow diversion facilities” authorized the regulation of impacts from alterations of water quantity. 

392	 Finally, our comments focus on the requirement of the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) (42 U.S.C. § 4332) that a 
detailed statement by the responsible official be prepared for this major Federal action that will significantly affect the quality of 
the human environment.  To satisfy NEPA, the Corps must consider, among other things: (1) impacts that may be both beneficial 
and adverse, (2) unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to wetlands, (3) the degree to which the effects 
on the quality of the human environment are likely to be highly controversial, and (4) the degree to which the possible effects on 
the human environment are highly uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks. Moreover, the Corps must analyze the direct, 
indirect, and cumulative impacts. This will also require development of an Instream Flow Assessment to determine the needs of 
the downstream users including, but not limited to, the Apalachicola River and Bay. 

393	 Therefore, the Corps must initiate formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on additional withdrawals. 
Moreover, because downstream impacts may impact ACF operations extending as far as Apalachicola Bay, the Corps also must 
formally consult with the NOAA Fisheries Service as to impacts the proposed project may have on the federally listed Gulf 
sturgeon. 

394	 Without thorough documentation using the best scientific methods available that such impacts are not a result of reduced 
freshwater flows from the Chattahoochee and Flint rivers, it is inconsistent with the authorizations provided to the Corps and/or 
the State of Georgia, pursuant to Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. §§ 1341, 1344), and Section 10 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. § 403) to authorize any further reduction of flows downstream. 

395	 We respectfully request that permitting agents that have not observed the biodiversity and productivity of this natural system 
make a site visit in order to better understand the critical role that flows play in sustaining the ecosystem, cultures, communities 
and economies that exist along the bank and shores of the Apalachicola River, Floodplain, and Bay. 
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396	 The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) is providing comments on the scope of study and alternatives for the Glades Reservoir 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in Hall County, Georgia. The proposed project is a new water supply reservoir with pipelines 
and pumping stations for withdrawing water from the Chattahoochee River and connecting with the existing Cedar Creek 
Reservoir. The proposed pumped-storage reservoir would be located on Flat Creek, a tributary to the Chattahoochee River 
upstream of Lake Sidney Lanier. We have reviewed the documents from the public scoping meeting and the website 
http://www.gladesreservoir.com. We submit the following comments on the project under provisions of the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act (44 Stat. 401, as amended. 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) and the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 as amended (16 
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). The project, as proposed, consists of constructing an 850-foot long dam that would create an 850-acre 
reservoir with a maximum depth of 116 feet. The proposed Glades Reservoir would impact approximately 94,121 linear feet of 
perennial and intermittent streams, and 39.20 acres of wetlands associated with the construction of the dam and the inundation 
of resources within the reservoir's normal pool footprint (1,180 feet mean sea level). 

397	 Per the City of Gainesville's request, Jacobs Engineering Group (Jacobs) has reviewed the publicly provided information on the 
proposed Glades Reservoir project. Our written Scoping Comments/professional opinion of the material on the above permit 
applicant's website (www.gladesreservoir.com) are provided to the City for your consideration and submission to the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) as a part of the public comment process. These comments were prepared at the City Council's 
direction to assist the USACE in the development of alternatives to elements of this project, and in evaluating the potential 
impacts in accordance with the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) being prepared for the Glades Reservoir project under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). As you know, Jacobs has prepared hundreds of NEPA documents for many clients and 
several lead agencies, from Categorical Exclusions to Environmental Assessments to EISs, which include two major EISs in Georgia 
that completed the NEPA process and concluded in Records of Decision. As the County seat and the major public water and 
wastewater service provider in Hall County, the City is a vitally interested stakeholder in the Glades Reservoir project and will 
experience significant effects, both direct and indirect (see Council on Environmental Quality Regulation 1508.8), upon 
implementation of the current proposal. As previously expressed in the City's letter to the USACE dated March 1, 2012, the Glades 
Reservoir is a Hall County project. Jacobs appreciates the opportunity to provide comments to the City on the project's technical 
aspects. 

398 The National Park Service (NPS) has reviewed the Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for a proposed 
water supply reservoir project to be located in Hall County, Georgia. Based on the information provided in the February 17, 2012, 
Notice of Intent, the NPS has no comments at this time. We appreciate the opportunity to provide input regarding the resources 
and issues to be evaluated during the application process. 
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399	 Consistent with Section 102(2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4 appreciates the opportunity to provide scoping comments on the proposed EIS 
for the referenced project. It is our understanding that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), Savannah District, intends to 
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to address the potential impacts associated with permitting construction of 
Glades Reservoir and Dam along Flat Creek in Hall County, GA. Evaluation of the proposed project through an EIS will reportedly 
proceed in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Upon completion of the EIS process, the COE will 
evaluate a permit application for the proposed work under the authority of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. EPA is 
participating in the NEPA process as a Cooperating Agency with the COE in accordance with the requirements of the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance and regulations. 

400	 Based on our initial review of the Section 404 project permit application, material provided by the COE during scoping meetings, 
and a site visit on March 1, 2012, EPA's primary concerns and questions are related to the stated purpose and need, alternatives 
analysis, cumulative impacts, significant impacts to wetlands and streams, compensatory wetlands mitigation, and water quality. 
These questions and concerns were taken in the context of current available information as listed above and are preliminary in 
nature. EPA understands additional analysis and study will yield more information during the NEPA process. 

401	 EPA commends the Savannah District for recognizing the significant direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of this project and 
deciding to prepare the EIS. We appreciate the opportunity to participate as a Cooperating Agency and provide scoping comments 
on the proposed EIS. In addition to the comments listed above, please see attached table listing all of EPA's comments and 
questions. We hope the District's decision and subsequent approach will serve as a guide for other projects of this type in the 
Southeast. 
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402	 The project will have lasting negative impacts on a river that was recently recognized by the US Dept of Interior as the first 
National Water Trail in the country. Recreation on the river, with the economic boost it brings, is increasingly important.  Three 
new state parks on the headwaters section, including Don Carter on Lanier near the Glades Reservoir, are listed among the access 
points for the new Upper Chattahoochee Blueway trail.  The last thing people enjoying the river want to see and hear is an 
unnecessary pump station and large pipe crossing the river, not to mention having to deal with the low flows the operation would 
bring. 

403	 The proposed Glades Reservoir would result in a net reduction of flow into the basin.  Industry, power generation, municipal water 
supply operations, recreation, and environmental health are all dependent on the Chattahoochee River water levels. 

404	 Congressional authorizations for navigation and recreation are included as expressed purposes of federal projects within our area 
of the river, and specifically for West Point Lake. These activities have long been either curtailed or eliminated due to flow 
restrictions in the area. As the single largest economic driver in Troup County, West Point Lake is the critical driver for future 
recreational and industrial growth. 

405	 Industry, power generation, municipal water supply operations, recreation, and environmental health are all dependent on the 
Chattahoochee River water levels. 

406	 Additionally, anglers and other boaters use this stretch of river either floating (e.g. kayaks and canoes) from upstream access 
points or motor-boating from downstream boat ramps in Lake Lanier. The EIS should include assessment of any effects the project 
would have on recreational use of the river and upper end of Lake Lanier. 

407	 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 
any alternative involving impoundment: Describe restrictions/guidelines on recreational uses. 

408	 Also of particular concern are the proposed Glades project's impacts on existing uses in the river including fishing and recreation. 
The Chattahoochee River begins 3,500 feet high in the Blue Ridge Mountains at Chattahoochee Gap in the national forest and 
flows freely for approximately 42 miles to Belton Bridge at the headwaters of Lake Lanier. The 1,000-square mile Headwaters 
region of the Chattahoochee River is a highly recreated, free flowing river with tremendous opportunities for fishing, boating 
including passive and whitewater paddling, and hiking trails. The EIS should include an analysis of the Glades project including the 
pump stations, pipelines, and surface water withdrawal, on the recreational values of this pristine and highly valued 
recreational resource. 
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409	 Of course, one of the big things the Georgia Canoeing Association is concerned with is the preservation of wild streams. And this 
four miles of Flat Creek and its feeders is a wild natural area. It's quite beautiful. In addition to the 120-foot waterfall right below 
Highway 52 that people know about that's called Glade Shoals, there's another one on there that's a sliding waterfall of about 30
35 feet. It's also very beautiful -- and lots of rapids. The stream is on the National Database of American Whitewater and is one 
that is canoed and kayaked some -- not a tremendous amount, but it's a lovely stream that is about four miles. I've canoed it 
twice. 

410	 You know, I highly value the natural stream area. I know a lot of people aren't familiar with it. But if they were, they would 
appreciate it. This would be a wonderful area for hiking, for biking. It's a beautiful natural area. And even if the public is not going 
to have access to the area, it has a great value as green space, you know, which is destroyed under the present plan. 

411	 West Point Lake is the only federal reservoir on the ACF System which is specifically authorized by Congress for Recreation and 
Sport Fishing/Wildlife Development. Historically, WPL has been managed below the initial recreation impact level and Glades 
Reservoir would appear to further exasperate that situation and cause economic harm to the communities surrounding West 
Point Lake. A drop of even a half foot in West Point Lake levels will have serious economic implications on lake visitation, 
tournaments, and tourism! 
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412	 Sirs: The priorities for the Glades Reservoir are out of order. A lot of government entities have ended up in be debt by not first 
getting money first in their plan to do a huge public project. Answer even before EIS, who pays for this project? If the owners of 
the land surrounding the reservoir are suddenly going to have valuable "lake" front property, they should pay for the reservoir. 

413	 There is not enough clarity as to cost: we have seen estimated amounts for Glades of $155MM to $ 290MM (at the college 
descriptive boards) plus wildly higher ones. 

414	 What will the cost of Cedar Creek be? Is the piping and pumping included in the first estimate? 
415 UNIT COST per Gallon: Do you have a measure to determine installation cost per gallon of delivered water (and per person)? 
416	 The applicant's misguided zeal to be in the water business promoting growth in other counties will put Hall County residents at 

great risk financially.  One only needs to look at the cost overruns and other problems with other reservoir projects around the 
state, often developed by the same consultant involved in the Glades project. 

417	 Since the county has no viable business plan for paying for this Glades Farm Reservoir Project, H2O users including the Poultry 
Procession Plants will pay for it through excessive H2O rates. These increases would force the poultry plants to move out of Hall 
County taking a very large number of jobs with them. The result would be devastating to the water system and increase the H2O 
rates even further since the poultry plants use a large percentage of the H2O. 

418	 North and Eastern Hall County are not the only growth areas above Lake Lanier. Habersham and White Counties will no doubt 
experience significant growth along with Hall County. The total impact of all of the growth on the Lake Lanier recreation economy 
should be evaluated. 

419	 We believe estimated costs of construction and maintenance will wildly exceed estimates and severely impact Hall County 
taxpayers. 

420	 Not only will a reduction in fresh water entering the Apalachicola river system harm the ecosystem which has evolved for 
millennia and supports many families through oystering, shrimping and fishing. it will kill one of the last great pristine bays in 
North America. Is this a resource we can afford to lose? Chesapeake, Biscayne, Tampa Bay: All ruined. No fishing, no oysters, no 
shrimp, no money for commercial fishing families, no fun for recreational fishermen. Please don't do this! 

421	 The proposed Glades Reservoir would result in a net reduction of flow into the basin.  Industry, power generation, municipal water 
supply operations, recreation, and environmental health are all dependent on the Chattahoochee River water levels. 

422	 Congressional authorizations for navigation and recreation are included as expressed purposes of federal projects within our area 
of the river, and specifically for West Point Lake. These activities have long been either curtailed or eliminated due to flow 
restrictions in the area. As the single largest economic driver in Troup County, West Point Lake is the critical driver for future 
recreational and industrial growth. 
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423	 Additionally, municipal water supply operations and environmental issues have required intense management to avoid further 
harm to middle Chattahoochee stakeholders.  Further upstream water withdrawals, with subsequent reduced flows will restrict 
economic growth in our area.  Any upstream reservoir proposal resulting in reduced river flows will cause further harm to the 
economic and environmental health of our downstream region. 

424	 Industry, power generation, municipal water supply operations, recreation, and environmental health are all dependent on the 
Chattahoochee River water levels. 

425	 Congressional authorizations for navigation and recreation are included as expressed purposes of federal projects within our area 
of the river.  These activities have long been either curtailed or limited due to flow restrictions in the area.  Additionally, municipal 
water supply operations and environmental issues have required intense management to avoid further harm to middle-reach 
stakeholders.  In essence, further upstream water withdrawals, with subsequent reduced flows, restrict economic growth in our 
area.  Any upstream reservoir proposal resulting in reduced river flows will cause further harm to the economic and 
environmental health of our downstream region. 

426	 My biggest concern is the waste of taxpayers' funding. For the pump stations to get down to Cedar, they're going through -- to try 
to avoid federal land, you're making the project 100 times more expensive. Number Two, the public has not been given any 
figures on what the pump stations and piping would cost. And the one estimate I could find was over a billion dollars. And Number 
Three, our county has just recently gone in debt 3,000 times the level that we've ever seen in our history. We cannot afford this. 

427	 We have our property listed for sale at this time; We purchased this property many years ago with the knowledge that we would 
hold it until the market was ready for it and it would help us in a major financial need. We feel that this time is now approaching 
from both points. Of course it will be potential commercial due to the location and the fact that there is frontage on both Athens 
Street and Hwy 365.   Again, we respectfully ask that the pipeline be placed possibly on the other side of Hwy 365 where there is 
not interference with 2 major thoroughfares. We understand that it is possible that our property may not even be affected at all. 
On the current drawings, it is not even an issue for us; however, we felt that we really need to voice our concern.  Thank you for 
this opportunity for our comments. 

428	 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 
any alternative involving impoundment: Human impacts, local opposition, relocations and condemnation, environmental justice. 

429	 We recommend a traffic impact study to determine the potential impacts to local population both at current populations and 
future populations on the rerouting of Glades Farm Road and the need for additional roads. 

Final Scoping Report, October 2012, Appendix F        103 



Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement: Scoping Comments 

Topic: Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 

Comment #	 Comment 

430	 Moreover, the applicant does not acknowledge the reality that there is no water treatment plant at Cedar Creek Reservoir to 
process such a large volume of water on a daily basis. Nor does the applicant address the critical question of who is going to build, 
fund, or operate the new, very large water treatment plant and associated infrastructure needed to deliver 86.4 mgd of Cedar 
Creek water to Hall County residents. A review of the surface water withdrawal application by Hall County to the state 
Environmental Protection Division ("EPD"), however, reveals that the County is "count[ing] on the City of Gainesville to build, own, 
and operate a drinking water treatment facility located near the Cedar Creek Reservoir to provide drinking water to both City and 
County customers. While we do not know the cost of that system, the expense of such a plant and infrastructure could reach 
hundreds of millions of dollars easily, yet this expense is glaringly absent from the application materials. This hidden expense 
needs to be disclosed and included in the analysis of the preferred alternative through the EIS. 

431	 Cost of project - The applicant puts forth a total cost for the preferred alternative at $290.5 million; however, there is no detailed 
support for this estimate. The Corps must require a detailed cost comparison for all of the final alternatives including, at a 
minimum, separate line items for the dam and reservoir construction, construction of multiple pump stations, construction of 
each pipeline, mitigation costs, road relocation, water treatment facility and new distribution lines. These costs should be 
compared against the costs of other alternatives discussed above, including but not limited to water conservation and efficiency 
measures and raising the pool level of Lake Lanier. 

432	 Direct Impacts: The EIS must evaluate all of this project's direct impacts. Direct impacts of this project include, but are not limited 
to, the impacts to Flat Creek from construction of the reservoir, the impacts to the water quality and biodiversity of 
Chattahoochee River and Lake Lanier of the proposed water withdrawals, and the energy costs associated with operation of the 
proposed dam, pumping stations, and pipelines. Above, we outline several concerns regarding potentially significant adverse 
impacts of the proposed project on water quality, instream flows, riparian buffers, existing water supply sources, and local 
government finances. 

433	 Finally, the EIS also must consider any adverse economic impacts, including those facing Gainesville if they are forced to comply 
with the current scheme. 

434	 Indirect Impacts: Indirect impacts are those which are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, 
but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may include growth inducing effects and other effects related to induced 
changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural 
systems, including ecosystems. Indirect effects that should be examined in the EIS include, but are not limited to, effects from the 
growth that would be enabled if this reservoir were to be constructed. 
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435	 Who and when were any studies or research was accomplished as to what will occur after the seafood industry is affected and or 
destroyed, by this and other previous alternations to this water flow?  Who will pay for the lost incomes, and revenues, as well as 
all of the cities, towns, villages, counties, other state(s) and families that will be forced to alter their lives due to this proposed plan 
of water control for the benefit of a single town? 

436	 Specific Downstream Impacts. Any review analyzing impacts of the Corps' operations of the ACF Basin (including for 
the proposed Projects, which will impact ACF reservoir operation) should, at a minimum, evaluate, for each alternative, the 
following impacts for the Apalachicola River and Bay: Specific Apalachicola Bay Impacts: Effects on Apalachicola Bay salinity and 
nutrient composition and corresponding economic impact to seafood industry. 

437	 This letter is to comment on the proposed Glades Farm Reservoir referenced above. I understand that the comment period for 
this project closes on Tuesday, April 17, and I feel I would be remiss in not taking advantage to express my concerns. This 
reservoir, as currently proposed, represents a significant expense on the part of Hall County and, as far as I can tell, there is limited 
comment on exactly who will pay this expense. As the Mayor of the third largest municipality in Hall County, I am concerned that 
this burden will fall on either Hall County taxpayers or City of Gainesville Water customers. Please be informed that City of 
Oakwood residents and commercial entities (such as Gainesville State College and Lanier Technical College) are customers of the 
Gainesville water system, so if either funding mechanism is used, our citizens will be impacted. 

438	 We (Columbus) already have a shortage of water and water usage, and now this is seriously being proposed. Columbus as a city 
has a growing population and we have the largest infantry base in the world bordering the city (FT. Benning) to whom a large 
population consider home. This is yet again another idea that the city of Columbus is just another small town with expendable 
resources. 

439	 West Point Lake is the only federal reservoir on the ACF System which is specifically authorized by Congress for Recreation and 
Sport Fishing/Wildlife Development. Historically, WPL has been managed below the initial recreation impact level and Glades 
Reservoir would appear to further exasperate that situation and cause economic harm to the communities surrounding West 
Point Lake. A drop of even a half foot in West Point Lake levels will have serious economic implications on lake visitation, 
tournaments, and tourism! 

440	 To the extent that Glades Reservoir would affect West Point Lake levels, we believe there is a potential environmental justice issue 
as lower lake levels make it increasingly difficult for low income and minorities to fish from the bank; and these people are mainly 
fishing for sustenance! 
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441	 These aforementioned documented impacts to the Apalachicola River and Bay have diminished and harmed our member’s ability 
to enjoy and benefit from the use of the Apalachicola River and Bay.  Our members hike, boat, fish, swim, hunt, bird watch, 
timber, commercially harvest honey, oyster, shrimp, crab, flounder and other Gulf marine species, and further benefit from the 
ecosystem services (ATTACHMENT 2) provided by the ACF System.  These activities all rely on a healthy Apalachicola River and Bay 
ecosystem that is dependent on flows that sustain that ecosystem. 

442	 The fish, shrimp, oysters, crabs, everything down here is in DANGER of being extinct, if they keep taking the water. It has already 
been on the decline in the last 10 years, they have been taking more and more of the precious FRESH WATER that is needed to 
keep this ecological wildlife alive, not to mention the millions in seafood an jobs at risk and yes we to will suffer, we the PEOPLE. 

443	 However, the project as proposed represents at least a $200-$300 million investment, and the County appears to assume that cost 
will have to be borne by City of Gainesville's water ratepayers, who are located in both the City and the County. If the County is 
assuming funding sources other than the City of Gainesville's water ratepayers, these sources should be identified in the EIS. 

444	 If the County is assuming that the project would be funded by the City of Gainesville water ratepayers within both the City and 
County, it would require a major financial commitment by the City of Gainesville Water and Sewer Enterprise Fund. Given the 
City's current revenue stream from water sales, each additional $1 Million in operating expense or debt service roughly equals a 
3.5% increase in required water rate revenues. At this time, depending on the level of grants or other non-debt funding 
sources, it appears the cost of the project could result in an increase in current water rates of 50%-75%. The EIS should evaluate 
the physical, social, and economic effects of the Glades Reservoir project on the City of Gainesville's water system and on the 
water ratepayers. 

445	 The social, economic, and environmental impacts of linking the Cedar Creek and Glades Reservoirs should be fully evaluated. 
Specifically, it appears the "linkage" may provide some savings related to raw water transmission by placing a major water 
treatment plant at Cedar Creek. These "savings" should be contrasted with the costs associated with building a major water 
treatment plant at the Cedar Creek site, the accumulation of silt in the relatively small Cedar Creek Reservoir ultimately reducing 
its water supply storage capacity, the cost of abandoning the City's current treatment facilities, and the major 
reconstruction/modification of the existing finished water transmission system to feed the system via a new plant at Cedar Creek. 

446	 I want to know some day how the cost will be broken down to how much each citizen will need to pay. But infrastructure is never 
cheap now but eventually the cost will seem to be reasonable. If we have little or no water what would be pay? 
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447	 Effects on Downstream Species: The effects of the proposed project on threatened and endangered species must be assessed 
throughout the ACF Basin. The materials submitted by Hall County with its Section 404 permit application indicate that the 
assessment was limited to the Hall County area. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service should be consulted concerning the potential 
impacts on downstream species in the ACF Basin, including those in Alabama and Florida. The FWS is currently reassessing a 
biological opinion it previously issued in connection with operation of Corps projects in the ACF Basin, and the potential for 
reduced downstream flows as a result of the proposed project could exacerbate ill effects of Corps operations on downstream 
species. All necessary consultation under the Endangered Species Act must be undertaken, and all reasonable and prudent 
measures must be established to minimize the take of known downstream species dependent on specific, seasonal river flows. 

448	 Effects on Species in Upper Chattahoochee River Basin Hall County submitted a Protected Species Survey dated March 2003 in 
connection with its Section 404 permit application. While that survey included assessments of sites on Flat Creek and in a tributary 
to Flat Creek, the survey did not investigate the section of the Chattahoochee River between the intake structure for the project 
and Lake Lanier. As mentioned above, the proposed project would likely result in a significant reduction in flows in that section of 
the Chattahoochee River, so the EIS should address impacts on threatened and endangered species in that location. 

449	 What direct and indirect effects will this project have on endangered species – particularly endemic and fluvial dependent species 
in the greater watershed? 

450	 The Corps must examine these impacts fully as well as any potentially adverse impacts to rare and federally protected fish and 
wildlife species, particularly those found in Lake Lanier's headwaters. In accordance with the Endangered Species Act, if the Corps 
has not done so already, we strongly urge the Corps to initiate formal consultation with the U.S. Fish Wildlife Service. 

451	 Specific Downstream Impacts. Any review analyzing impacts of the Corps' operations of the ACF Basin (including for 
the proposed Projects, which will impact ACF reservoir operation) should, at a minimum, evaluate, for each alternative, the 
following impacts for the Apalachicola River and Bay:  Specific Apalachicola Bay Impacts: Impacts on endangered species such as 
sturgeon in the River delta and Bay (critical habitat and food supply). 

452	 Significant losses of endangered and threatened species have also been documented by the State of Florida. 
453	 The “intensity” of the cumulative impacts of water allocation in Georgia and reservoir management on the ACF must also be 

analyzed by the Corps.  These impacts include: “The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened 
species or its habitat that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered Species Act of 1973”—of particular concern 
here is the potential adverse effects of reduced flow in the Apalachicola River on federally listed mussels (purple bankclimber, fat 
three-ridge, Chipola slabshell) and the Gulf sturgeon. 
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454	 Endangered Species Act: The Endangered Species Act requires formal consultation for federal actions that “may affect” listed 
species or critical habitat. There are at least three federally listed mussels (purple bankclimber, fat three-ridge, Chipola slabshell) 
and the Gulf sturgeon within the Apalachicola River that may be affected by the proposed action. 

455	 The Service's area of expertise and jurisdiction relevant to this project includes endangered and threatened species, aquatic 
resources (including wetlands and streams), and migratory birds. We recommend that the EIS include a thorough discussion of 
these topics. In addition, we have the following comments for the key areas of focus in the EIS. 

456	 The 2003 Threatened and Endangered Species Survey (Straight et al. 2003) did not locate any endangered or threatened species in 
Flat Creek (Hall 2011), and we concur with that finding. However, the Chattahoochee River was not surveyed at the proposed 
intake location, where the above mentioned entrainment and impingement would occur. We are now reviewing several aquatic 
species in the north Georgia area in regard to the need for listing under the ESA. We currently do not have comprehensive 
information about where these species occur, and therefore recommend that the applicant survey for aquatic fish and mussels 
above and below the location of the proposed intake structure on the Chattahoochee River. 

457	 We prepared a Biological Opinion in 2008 for the impacts of the Revised Interim Operating Plan for Jim Woodruff Dam on three 
federally protected mussels in the Apalachicola River (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2008). If the Glades Reservoir causes changes 
in the flow release below the Woodruff Dam, consultation may need to be reinitiated for the Apalachicola mussels. This possibility 
should be discussed in the EIS. 

458	 In our April 11th letter, we requested that the applicant conduct a fish survey around the intake location, specifically to assess the 
presense of the Halloween darter. Our agency has been petitioned to list this fish under the Endangered Species Act and although 
we have no idea when or whether it will be listed at this time, it would make sense for the applicant to investigate whether or not 
it could be a potential issue in the future. Brian Rochester escorted me to the intake site on May 31st and although there was no 
potential habitat at the proposed site, we did find potential habitat about 2 miles upstream at the Mossy Creek confluence. We do 
not currently have life history information on the Halloween darter, but many darters have pelagic larvae that are released into 
the water column and float downstream where there feed in pool habitat until they are large enough to swim. If Halloween 
darters are present in the two mile reach upstream of the intake, we would have concerns that the larvae could be vulnerable to 
any intake that operates downstream of occupied habitat. Due to these concerns, we would recommend the applicant conduct a 
fish survey in the two mile stream segment upstream of the proposed intake location (map attached) to assess presence of the 
Halloween darter and also fish community composition. 

Final Scoping Report, October 2012, Appendix F        108 



Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement: Scoping Comments 

Topic: Water Quality 

Comment #	 Comment 

459	 This watershed is already heavily impacted by the proliferation of impervious surfaces, so the EIS needs to consider the increase in 
impervious cover that will likely be enabled by the construction of the new water supply reservoir. 

460	 Effects on Middle Chattahoochee: Although effects on water quality in Flat Creek, the Upper Chattahoochee River, Lake Lanier, 
and the other federal projects in the ACF Basin must be considered as part of the EIS, Alabama wishes to call attention to the need 
also to consider water quality in the Middle Chattahoochee, which is the section of the Chattahoochee River in Alabama. 
Diminished releases from Buford Dam, particularly in times of drought, have a serious effect on water quality in the Middle 
Chattahoochee, and the reduced releases from Buford Dam as a result of the proposed project will only worsen the problem. 

461	 Not only is the aquatic habitat in the region diminished by the poorer water quality from lower flows, but during times of drought, 
Alabama businesses are also threatened with closure due to the inability to meet NPDES discharge permit limits. In addition, 
Alabama municipalities that withdraw water for municipal and industrial purposes are harmed if the quality of the water is 
degraded. These issues should be considered in the EIS process. 

462	 Water Quality at Peachtree Creek: In 2010-11, the State of Georgia obtained Corps permission for the flow required at Peachtree 
Creek for assimilation of treated wastewater to be reduced from 750 cfs to 650 cfs. Similar permission has been obtained in past 
years. The requests have been justified as a means to allow lake levels at Lake Lanier to rise following periods of drought. As part 
of the EIS process, the Corps should evaluate whether the proposed project and its corresponding lower lake levels at Lake Lanier 
will lead to longer periods during which the Peachtree Creek flow requirement will be lowered and what the water-quality and 
other environmental effects of such reductions will be, both at Peachtree Creek and downstream. 

463	 Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Glades Reservoir EIS. The Georgia Wildlife Resources Division (WRD) 
has identified topics of interest for your consideration in the development of the draft EIS. Water Quality: The proposed project 
includes a pump station on Glades Reservoir and raw water conveyance to an outfall located upstream of Belton Bridge. Potential 
impacts on water quality in the Chattahoochee River below the proposed outflow station should be addressed. There may be 
differences in such parameters as temperature, dissolved oxygen, and nutrient loads between the water flowing from upstream 
reaches in the Chattahoochee River and water that would be pumped from Glades Reservoir to supplement stream flow. 

464	 The Glades Reservoir will be used to augment the flow of the Chattahoochee to offset water that will be withdrawn to go to the 
Cedar Creek Reservoir. The withdraw pump for Cedar Creek will be upstream from the pumps for the Glades Reservoir. Water will 
go both ways - to and from - the Chattahoochee River as needed to either fill Glades Reservoir or to augment flow in the river. 
There is no information on the distance between the two pumping areas and the impacts to water quality in the segment of the 
river between them. EPA is concerned about flow conditions and water quality between the two pumping areas. EPA recommends 
that anticipated future flows and water quality conditions in this segment of the Chattahoochee be modeled and described in the 
EIS. 
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465	 The future impacts from land use changes around the reservoir need to be considered in the alternative analyses. This includes 
loss of forest, loss of riparian buffers, construction, future housing, increased impervious surfaces from roads, driveways, parking 
lots, and other land use changes. EPA is concerned about the potential impact of these future land use changes on water quality 
and recommends that these issues be fully assessed in the EIS. 

466	 The water quality impacts of hydro-modification should be studied to consider physical (including thermal) as well as chemical 
impacts on aquatic life. The full range of flow-regimes resulting from withdrawals from the Chattahoochee mainstem should be 
included in the analysis. 

467	 In addition, the impact of flow-modification in the Flat Creek embayment of Lake Lanier (due to construction Glades Reservoir) 
should be examined to demonstrate if significant changes to embayment retention time result in deleterious water quality 
conditions. 

468	 EPA recommends that the EIS include an analysis on how the reservoir and operations of the reservoir will impact NPDES permits 
and/or TMDLs in the area – particularly related to assimilative capacity and critical conditions? 

469	 Will project construction or operations affect designated trout water streams or raw drinking water sources? 
470	 Will the tailwater discharges into the remaining segment of Flat Creek, the Chattahoochee River or nearby Lake Lanier cause or 

contribute to violations of water quality standards? Will it affect assimilative capacity, water chemistry, nutrient cycling, retention 
time, dissolved oxygen, temperature or other chemical, physical or biological parameters? What effects will this impoundment 
have under critical conditions (considering the potential decrease in rainfall from climate change and the anticipated increase in 
land use intensity). 

471	 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 
any alternative involving impoundment: Presence of any 303(d) listed or outstanding resource waters. 

472	 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 
any alternative involving impoundment: The potential for reservoir eutrophication, including modeling of nutrients. 

473	 The plan calls for the rerouting of Glades Farm Road, however, no information is included in the application regarding the new 
location. How will this impact other streams in the watershed and over all water quality in Chattahoochee River watershed? 

474	 Water Quality - The applicant must be required to show how the proposed project will be operated such that it will meet state 
water quality standards tied to the designated uses of drinking, fishing, and recreation, as water stored in Glades Reservoir will be 
used for all three purposes in each of the water bodies in which it is collected and discharged. The application notes, however, 
that Flat Creek's water quality is already impaired due to non-point source pollution. 
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475	 Other direct impacts the Corps must consider include those to the water quality in Lake Lanier, which has been listed on the state 
and federal 305(b)/303(d) impaired waters lists for nutrients since 2008 and is undergoing the development of a Total Maximum 
Daily Load ("TMDL") and implementation plan. The state EPD has spent considerable resources to develop a lake and watershed 
model in support of the Lake Lanier TMDL. The EIS must address any impacts that changes to the watershed from the Glades 
Reservoir project will have on water quality in Lake Lanier. 

476	 The Corps also must address water quality impacts downstream, particularly those that may arise due to reduced flows in the 
Chattahoochee at Peachtree Creek. Currently, the river must meet a 750 cfs daily instantaneous flow standard at that juncture. 
The Corps must ensure that the project will not impede the ability of the Corps' Mobile District to meet that standard. 

477	 While I realize we must all share our resources, if they are allowed to remove the water they should be required to treat it and 
return it back to the river at least to the same quality that it was removed. Please do not allow them to rob our water or at least 
restrict the intake. Thank you for your time. 

478	 Specific Downstream Impacts. Any review analyzing impacts of the Corps' operations of the ACF Basin (including for 
the proposed Projects, which will impact ACF reservoir operation) should, at a minimum, evaluate, for each alternative, the 
following impacts for the Apalachicola River and Bay: Specific Apalachicola River Impacts: Water quality changes in floodplain 
habitats/sloughs from increased disconnection. 

479	 Additionally, consideration during the EIS process should be given to evaluating the following general topics: The water quality, 
including temperature, of Glades Reservoir return flow to the Chattahoochee. 

480	 But it's also been timbered for some time, so I have serious questions about the chemicals in the soil and the pollutants that might 
be present that would go into the body of water. I think that this question needs to be addressed and I think it needs to be 
addressed directly before any decision is made about building this reservoir. Thank you. 

481	 What are the water quality / flow implications for the river and for the downstream reservoirs and aquatic life? 
482	 Water Quality Impacts from Reduced Flows: Reduced flows have altered water and habitat quality in the river, floodplain and bay. 

Reduced river levels have cut off flows to the floodplain and sloughs, disconnected backwater swamps for long periods of time, 
and caused die offs of fish and shellfish due to low DO, increased temperature, stagnant conditions and even completely dried up 
sloughs and swamps. Increases in Bay salinity and temperatures also precipitated the reductions and loss of oysters, crab, fish and 
shrimp species. 

483	 When a reservoir is impounded, submerged vegetation decomposes, depleting dissolved oxygen in reservoir water; release of this 
deoxygenated water can be lethal to fish downstream. Mercury naturally present in a harmless inorganic form in soil can be 
transformed by anaerobic organisms into methylmercury, an organic form. Depending on the level, methylmercury may be toxic 
to fish (and humans) and can be absorbed, concentrated, and passed up the aquatic food chain. 
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484	 Another water quality issue for wildlife that is becoming prevalent in Georgia reservoirs in the Piedmont region is the introduction 
and proliferation of non-native submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) such as hydrilla (Hydrilla verticillata), Brazilian elodea (Egeria 
densa), and Eurasian watermilfoil (Myriophyllium spicatum). Aquatic plants provide ecosystem services in reservoir systems at the 
micro and macro scale: from nutrient cycling to fish habitat. Submerged aquatic vegetation provides structure for littoral fish and 
invertebrate communities that in turn provide food to pelagic fishes (Diehl and Kornijow 1997; Valley et al. 2004). Although non
native SAV has been reported to have both positive and negative impacts on fisheries and waterfowl, only negative impacts have 
been documented on drinking water intake, hydropower activities, and the disease, Avian Vacuolar Myelinopathy (AVM). 
Research has linked AVM, an often lethal disease that affects waterbirds and raptors, to a toxin produced by a previously 
undescribed cyanobacterium in the order Stigonematales (Birrenkott et al. 2004; Wilde et al. 2005; Williams et al. 2007; Wiley et 
al. 2008; Haynie 2008). Birds that eat aquatic vegetation with the epiphytic cyanobacterium, such as the American coot (Fulica 
americana) and dabbling ducks ingest the toxin and often die of AVM. Bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and other raptors 
that eat affected waterbirds also die of AVM. A total of 73 bald eagles have died of AVM since 1998 at Strom Thurmond Reservoir, 
including a record 17 eagles in 2000, and 8 in 2012. These mortality events have effectively eliminated all territories and successful 
nests on the reservoir. Other waterfowl are also affected if exposed to the toxic-producing cyanobacterium. AVM positive birds 
have been found in numerous drinking water and hydroelectric reservoirs in the Piedmont areas of Georgia, including Henry, 
Newton, Clayton, Morgan and Forsyth Counties. Currently, the only proposed management option to reduce AVM-attributed 
mortalities is to remove the SAV, which provides substrate for the epiphytic cyanobacterium, through chemical or biological 
means. The chemical method can be expensive if the fast-growing SAV takes over the shallow areas of the shoreline and 
introduction of chemicals into a drinking water reservoir would have other considerations and impacts. A less expensive 
alternative without drinking water restrictions, is stocking the reservoir with sterile grass carp (Ctenopharyngodon idella) which 
eat the SAV, but do not appear to transfer the AVM toxin to their avian predators (Haynie 2008). The Glades Reservoir EIS should 
discuss the design of the reservoir in relation to creating potential habitat for SAV and should also include a contingency plan for 
quick response removal of invasive SAV. Measures to investigate and correct these and any other potential water quality resulting 
from reservoir construction and operation should be included in the EIS. 

485	 Water Quality: EPA has numerous concerns regarding the proposed project's impacts on water quality. Numerous reservoirs have 
experienced water quality problems many of which are costly to remedy. EPA is also concerned about the proposed reservoir's 
impacts on TMDLs, 401 water quality certification and NPDES permits. What effect will the project and operations have on NPDES 
permits or TMDLs in the area - particularly related to assimilative capacity and critical conditions? 

486	 Will the tailwater discharges into the remaining segment of Flat Creek, the Chattahoochee River or nearby Lake Lanier cause or 
contribute to violations of water quality standards? 
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487 Will it affect assimilative capacity, water chemistry, nutrient cycling, retention time, dissolved oxygen, temperature or other 
chemical, physical or biological parameters? 

488	 What effects will this impoundment have under critical conditions (considering the potential decrease in rainfall from climate 
change and the anticipated increase in land use intensity). 

489	 Finally, landscape models should be employed at the watershed scale to estimate potential secondary impacts of the Glades 
Reservoir project on downstream water quality. We recommend the Army COE coordinate with the Georgia Environmental 
Protection Division to conduct these analyses and that the Army COE utilize the same watershed/water quality model used to 
develop the Lake Lanier TMDL. 
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490	 The Chattahoochee River basin system has not been scientifically modeled to include the damming of Flat Creek, a tributary of the 
Chattahoochee River, and the ecological impact thereon. Neither has the withdrawal of an unspecified amount of water out of the 
Chattahoochee to supplement the proposed 850 acre reservoir been scientifically modeled nor its ecological impact assessed. 

491	 The project proposes to transfer water from the Glades Reservoir to the Cedar Creek Reservoir as needed.  However, after water 
from the Cedar Creek Reservoir is used for municipal purposes by the City of Gainesville, it will be discharged into the Oconee 
River Basin, not the Chattahoochee Basin from where it was withdrawn.  Scientific studies have not been done on the effect such 
interbasin transfers have on aquatic life and overall environmental health of the receiving basin. 

492	 Additionally, consideration during the EIS process, should be given to evaluating the following general topics: Proper 
characterization of consumptive losses and wastewater return flows. 

493	 And one of the problems with this plan is, basically, it doesn't create any new water at all. It basically redistributes water that 
would otherwise flow unimpeded, unmolested through natural property into Lake Lanier. I've even heard it argued that there may 
be less water. One of the arguments is that the water would seek into the water table and with a larger amount of lake surface, 
some of it would evaporate. I don't know whether that's really true. But basically, you're not adding any water. You're lowering 
Lake Lanier by putting water somewhere else. I live on Lake Lanier, so I don't really like that idea. I spend enough time as it is 
moving my dock. But I realize that because of our cyclical rainfall that the Lake has to go up and down. 

494	 Having taken a look at some of the exhibits in the other room, I have some serious questions about the way the study has been 
conducted.  For one thing, there is no information offered or available on destruction of ephemeral waterways and existing 
streams. Another thing, I've been told that the basin that's going to be flooded is a seed area, which means there would be a lot of 
ephemeral stream activity there. 

495	 Effects on Hydropower Generation: There can be no dispute that hydropower generation was the primary purpose providing the 
economic justification for congressional authorization of Lake Lanier. Communities in Alabama benefit from the clean, low-cost 
power that is generated from releases from Lake Lanier. When the quantity of electricity generated from hydropower decreases, 
the only alternative is for those communities to purchase higher-cost electricity that has far more detrimental environmental 
effects. The effects on decreased hydropower, including any adverse environmental effects from usage of alternative energy 
sources that will result from the proposed project must be taken into consideration. 

496	 The USACE is working to complete an updated water control manual. 
497 How will consistency be maintained between the project design and operations and the forthcoming COE Buford Water Control 

Manual? 
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498	 Assumed Returns: The relatively limited effects on Lake Lanier and other downstream federal projects that Hall County contends 
will result from the proposed project are driven by Hall County's assumption in its Simulation Model for the ACF Basin that 70 
percent of the yield of the project will be returned as treated wastewater to Lake Lanier. As an initial matter, Alabama questions 
whether assumed returns should be taken into account at all. The Corps has repeatedly advised Alabama that its current national 
policy is not to take returns into account when allocating storage in a federal project, in part because the Corps has no legal ability 
to mandate that such returns be made. This policy is explained in the attached correspondence, and that policy has been 
confirmed verbally to Alabama officials by senior Corps officials. Just as that is the policy for addressing allocations of storage in 
federal projects, Alabama submits it should be the policy for assessing effects of projects such as the Glades Reservoir - the Corps 
seemingly has no legal mechanism to require that those returns occur over the next 50 years. As a result, Alabama believes that 
the effects of the proposed project on Lake Lanier and other downstream federal projects should be assessed as part of the EIS 
with an assumption of no returns. 

499	 Even if it were appropriate to assume that returns will occur, Alabama believes that the calculation of the assumed 70 percent 
returns needs to be carefully examined. Given that the project involves a substantial interbasin transfer from the Chattahoochee 
Basin to the Oconee Basin, it seems questionable that all of the returns will be made back to the Chattahoochee Basin. Also, as 
discussed above, Hall County intends to sell a significant amount of the water from the proposed project to third-party entities 
(which presumably could involve interbasin transfers or returns to points in the Chattahoochee Basin below Lake Lanier). 
Assuming that these entities will return 70 percent of the water they purchase to Lake Lanier is highly questionable. In addition, 
while Hall County concedes that water recycle and reuse will play an increasing role in the decades ahead, the County seems not 
to have factored that in to its assumed returns, and the EIS must take that into account. Finally, Hall County's September 29, 2011 
Municipal Surface Water Withdrawal Permit Application to the State of Georgia states that return flows in Hall County in 2009 
were only 57 percent, so the basis for assuming a substantial increase in future return flows also needs to be examined as part of 
the EIS process. 

500	 The applicant states that 70% of the withdrawals will be returned to Lake Lanier as treated wastewater. The source of this 
statement is a water supply and water conservation plan prepared by the Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District. A 
presumed return rate used in a planning document provides no assurance that a return of 70% will be achieved by the applicant. 
Other users are reported to return approximately 50% or less. In either case, the EIS should be based on a firm commitment by 
the applicant on the return rate. 
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501	 The materials submitted in support of the permit application indicate that the critical period for the upper basin is the drought of 
1998-2002. This, however, does not coincide with the observed minimum level of Lake Lanier. As illustrated below, the lowest 
levels reached by Lake Lanier occurred during the 2007/08 drought. During this drought, actual releases to Apalachicola River for 
the period May 27, 2007 to December 16, 2007 averaged just 5,163 cfs and dropped to a low of 4,760 cfs. This is attributable to 
the drought, Municipal and Industrial withdrawals from Lake Lanier and COE operation of the reservoir. The EIS, therefore, should 
examine the impact of the proposed withdrawals on all drought periods including the 2007/08 drought. 

502	 Finally, the data from the 2007/08 drought can be used to provide a perspective on the impact of a more severe drought on Lanier 
levels. Over the relatively brief period from December 2007 to April 2008 the level of Lanier recovered from an elevation slightly 
less than 1,051 feet to an elevation of 1,057 feet. Following this, Lanier again declined to approximately 1,051 feet. Much of the 
recovery during the December 07 to April 08 period was attributable to a relatively few high inflow events. If by chance, these 
events had not occurred, the impact on Lanier and downstream needs would have been significantly more severe. It is a simple 
matter to remove some of the short duration events that resulted in some of the late 2007/early 2008 recovery. As illustrated 
below, if the short duration inflow events are removed and antecedent inflows substituted, a Lanier level below at least 1,040' 
could have occurred. Given the higher frequency of droughts that have occurred since 1999 and the increasing demands in the 
upper basin from the Chattahoochee River (Glades and Cedar Creek Reservoir diversions) and Lake Lanier this scenario is certainly 
possible and likely probable. For any modeling effort it is usually desirable to examine the boundaries of possible future events. 
The EIS should, therefore examine a possible future drought that is more severe than the droughts of the last decade. 

503	 It has been brought to my attention that if Glades Reservoir is built and water is pumped to the Cedar Creek Reservoir, the 
distributed water would be waste water treated and discharged into the Oconee River system. Have studies have been done to 
scientifically understand the impact on either the donor or receiving basin? What did we learn from those studies? 

504	 Due to the continuing threat of drought and how that raises such serious concerns for the entire State, will all lake levels and 
water availability considered in this proposed EIS NEPA study on the Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers be based upon drought 
levels? I greatly appreciate your dedication and I look forward to learning the answers to my questions and concerns. 
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505	 Lake Lanier Association Public Comments for the Glades Reservoir Scoping Process: The mission for the Lake Lanier Association 
(LLA), a 46 year old Lake advocacy organization, includes keeping the Lake full and clean in support of its economic contribution to 
North Georgia. We, the LLA, have begun our review of the Glades reservoir project sponsored by the Hall County Board of 
Commissioners. After attending the US Army Corps of Engineers Public Agency and Scoping Meeting in Gainesville on Wednesday, 
March 20, we have some observations. As background, the Glades project began in 2007. The proposed reservoir would have 
stored available natural stream flow from Flat Creek and would have been intended to supplement existing water supplies from 
Lake Lanier (through the City of Gainesville water system), to meet the needs of eastern and northern Hall County through the 
year 2060. It was to provide 6.4 million gallons per day (MGD) of water. In 2009 Judge Magnuson issued a ruling as part of the Tri-
States water war litigation that Lake Lanier was not authorized to provide water supply for North Georgia and the city of Atlanta 
which was subsequently overturned by the 11th Circuit Court of Appeals. In spite of that ruling, the Glades project grew from 6.4 
MGD to 80 MGD. Today, the plan is for an 850 acre reservoir that will be used to augment the flow to the Cedar Creek Reservoir 
during periods of low flow. Nominally at its maximum capacity, 80 MGD will be withdrawn directly from the Chattahoochee to 
supply water to the Cedar Creek Reservoir in Hall County only. The Glades Reservoir will only be used to "make up” inadequate 
flow during low flow periods. With this dramatic proposed water withdrawal from the main Lake Lanier water supply, we feel the 
following questions need to be considered and evaluated: What is the impact on Lake Lanier of taking 80 MGD from the main 
Lanier input river and transferring the flow to another basin (Oconee). 

506	 Further, the management of this water flowing into and out of the Cedar Creek reservoir will be managed by Hall County, not the 
Corps of Engineers. What will be the Hall County management strategy for water flows and utilization? 

507	 The assumption that 70% of the water withdrawn from the Chattahoochee will be returned to Lake Lanier presupposes knowledge 
about the makeup of the population grow residential development in the area dependent on the Cedar Creek Reservoir. If there is 
a heavy concentration of septic tank based residential areas, then this assumption is questionable. 

508	 The second question is, that has -- if that toe of the dam does encroach on the flood control elevation, have you calculated the 
amount of flood storage that has been reduced by having that project encroach on the Corps flood control pool? 

509	 If Glades was built and water was pumped to the Cedar Creek Reservoir, the distributed water would be waste water treated and 
discharged into the Oconee River system.  No studies have been done to scientifically understand the impact on either the donor 
or receiving basin. 

510	 Currently, the Chattahoochee River is losing 70 million gallons of water per day due to inter-basin transfers. The loss of an 
additional 80 million gallons per day increases the downstream probability of water shortages. 
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511 What is the maximum withdrawal the county anticipates being allocated from the Oconee River and/or Basin? 
512	 EPA recommends that the EIS include an analysis that quantifies the amount of water loss from the system through evaporation 

due to the proposed impoundment and provide a comparison to current conditions. 
513	 Hall County’s application states that 70% of the water withdrawn from the Chattahoochee watershed for the Cedar Creek 

reservoir will be put back into the Chattahoochee watershed via increased discharges from a future WWTP. No information is 
provided on when such a facility will be built, where it will be built, discharge rates, etc. The assumption that 70% of the water will 
be returned to the system needs more substantiation. 

514	 In addition, more information needs to be provided on the location and operations of a future WWTP. How will Hall County 
ensure that the WWTP discharge volumes will meet their estimates? Has a location been selected that ensures water will be 
returned to the Chattahoochee? How will future water conservation efforts and reuse impact the water return rates? 

515	 This project proposes the transport of water across the subcontinental divide and a HUC6 basin line dividing waters tributary to 
the Atlantic Ocean from the Gulf of Mexico. This has potential effects beyond the scope of the built project and Hall County. 
Therefore, the effects of project operations on the Oconee River Basin need to be considered. 

516	 What waterbodies will the pipelines cross? 
517	 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 

any alternative involving impoundment: Stream impacts described by stream level of function and in length. 
518	 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 

any alternative involving impoundment: Description of pre-impoundment flows and water quality. 
519	 As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 

any alternative involving impoundment: Impacts of upstream and downstream discharges and withdrawals and interbasin 
transfers. 

520	 In addition, the Corps must require the applicant to provide a complete HEC ResSim model including the input data used in 
preparation of the Glades Reservoir Simulation Model for the ACF Basin prepared by Schnabel Engineering dated May 24, 2011, 
and revised on June 23, 2011, which details the modeling of yield analysis. The applicant must also be required and the Corps must 
evaluate the modifications that Schnabel Engineering made to the HEC ResSim input data to include the proposed operations of 
the Glades Reservoir project. This information was requested by Upper Chattahoochee Riverkeeper to both the Savannah and 
Mobile Districts of the Corps, but the Corps denied having this model and data at that time. This information must be requested 
and studied by the Corps in the EIS process, as it is crucial to an informed decision about the impacts of this project. 
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521	 Furthermore, the applicant made numerous assumptions concerning physical capabilities of the water supply system and the 
associated permitting. In order for this yield analysis to remain accurate, all of its underlying assumptions must be accurate. If any 
of these conditions are inaccurate or have changed, another yield analysis must be completed to determine the amount of water 
that the system can provide. These assumptions should be monitored through the EIS process. 

522	 Surface Water Withdrawals - The applicant states that "the pumps within the Chattahoochee River would require a maximum flow 
rate of 125 mgd to achieve a yield of 72.5 mgd. The applicant has submitted three overlapping water withdrawal applications to 
the state EPD, none of which is for 125 mgd. The EIS should must an evaluation of the details of the three requested surface water 
withdrawals as they are integral to the functionality of the preferred alternative. These include (1) Hall County Government, 
withdrawal from Flat Creek Reservoir (Glades), for 86.5/81.5 mgd, posted on 5/5/2007, and revised on 9/9/2011, Chattahoochee 
River Basin; (2) Hall County Government Board of Commissioners, withdrawal from Chattahoochee River (upstream of Lake 
Lanier), for 108.5/108.5 mgd, posted 10/5/2010, Chattahoochee River Basin; and (3) Hall County Government Board of 
Commissioners, withdrawal from Cedar Creek Reservoir, for 120.0/96.0 mgd, posted 11/5/2011, application number 069-0301-05, 
Oconee River Basin. 

523	 Furthermore, the EIS should analyze the impact that water loss from evaporation in Glades Reservoir will have on the 
Chattahoochee River system including Lake Lanier. Scientific studies have shown that reservoirs actually reduce water availability 
overall because they contribute to water evaporation. Some estimates show that over 1 billion gallons of water will be lost each 
year in the Glades Reservoir. Importantly, the EIS should not rely on annual averages in its analysis of impacts from evaporative 
loss to the Chattahoochee River, Lake Lanier and downstream. 

524	 Additionally, the Corps must consider those impacts on the Cedar Creek Reservoir itself, which was designed to act as a water 
supply source and not an intermediate receptacle in a complex pump-storage scheme. 

525	 A result of the Glades Reservoir project will be an increase in interbasin transfers from the Chattahoochee River Basin to the 
Oconee River Basin. The system operations described in the application indicate that water withdrawals will be prioritized to come 
from Cedar Creek, then North Oconee River, the Chattahoochee River, and the Glades Reservoir. This prioritization would result in 
higher use of water from the Oconee River Basin during wetter periods and higher use of water from the Chattahoochee River 
Basin in drier periods. The effects of this interbasin transfer must be evaluated for both the donor and receiving basins. The EIS 
should also cover effects on both the Oconee/Altamaha River Basin and the Etowah/Coosa River Basin. The same holds true for 
the Etowah Basin, since that basin is closely tied to the Chattahoochee Basin as a result of interbasin transfers. 
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526	 Elements of Proposed Action Not Adequately Defined: Elements of the proposed Projects which are not fully explained include the 
following: Although the application materials indicate that returns of up to 70% are assumed in the impacts and safe yield 
analyses, Hall County does not demonstrate how this rate of return will be achieved, maintained, or verified. The application 
materials also do not appear to evaluate what might be done in the event this assumption is not met. 

527	 CONSIDERATION OF REASONABLE AND PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVES: Pursuant to its independent responsibilities under NEPA and 
the CWA, the Corps must rigorously evaluate a broad range of alternatives which may avoid or implement the proposed action. As 
described below, the Corps should then analyze the impacts of these alternatives on flows downstream in the State of Florida, (1) 
during periods of high, median, and low flows; (2) during drought periods; (3) and on a monthly or daily basis, rather than 
averaged annually. 

528	 FDEP has not received the modeling data that the Applicant used to perform its model simulations and analyze impacts of its 
proposed action. Without these data, it is difficult to assess the cursory analysis of impacts thus far provided to the public in 
connection with the proposed action. FDEP is very concerned about some of the assumptions used in these analyses, such as (1) 
an assumption of 70% return flows into Lanier (See Glades Reservoir Simulation Model for the ACF Basin at 5-6 (June 23, 2011)); 
and (2) details (which were not provided) regarding return flows and how, or if, they would be guaranteed. The application 
materials merely assert that, based on the 2009 District Plan, "it was conservatively estimated that 70 percent of the 80 MGD yield 
of this project (Glades Reservoir, Chattahoochee pump station, and Cedar Creek Reservoir) (56 MGD) would be returned as 
treated wastewater to Lake Lanier." Id. As described above, Hall County's compliance with the 2009 District Plan has not been fully 
demonstrated. 

529	 Additionally, large amounts of water will be pumped from one river system to another. I reality that idea will cause more problems 
than it will resolve. That, inevitably, will cause "water wars" within north Georgia. We are finally making progress with the existing 
"water wars" with Florida and Alabama. The current proposal would be a step in the wrong direction with regards to the 
management of Lake Lanier and Metro Atlanta's water problems. In summary, we are strongly AGAINST the current Glades 
Reservoir proposal. 

530	 Since the Corps can not currently meet of the authorized purposes of the existing resources the ACF system (i.e fish and wildlife 
development on West Point lake and general recreation on West Point Lake), the Corps must question whether its permitting of 
any additional storage for water allocation in any other part of the basin is wise or even legal. 
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531	 The Corps through its operations has already demonstrated the inadequacy of surface water in the ACF basin with its existing 
reservoir system. The 3 northern major reservoirs remain empty much of the time (Lanier, West Point and George.) Before the 
Corps authorizes choking off more water from downstream Corps reservoirs it must find ways to fill and sustain its existing 
reservoirs and MEET Congressionally AUTHORIZED PUPOSES FOR THOSE FACILITIES. 

532	 It is also unclear of the applicant has adequately assessed impacts of surface evaporation from the proposed facility and the 
cumulative impacts on evaporation from all other reservoirs in the basin that may result from the establishment of Glade Shoals 
reservoir. 

533 I have been told that hydrologist estimate that 1.2 billion gallons of water will be lost to evaporation each you. Is this reasonably 
accurate and can we afford to lose that? 

534	 The Mobile District of the Corps manages 5 reservoirs on the Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers.  The allocation of waters by the 
State of Georgia for the Glades Reservoir will impact the Corps ability to meet its congressionally authorized purposes under the 
Water Supply Act.  General Joseph Schroedel, South Atlantic Division Commander, stated before the National Research Council 
that there is not enough water to meet existing needs in the ACF System.  It is therefore inconsistent with Corps Policy and 
Guidelines for the Corps to allow further withdrawals from the ACF over which it has authority.  In order to determine 
downstream impacts to the Apalachicola River and Bay, it is necessary to perform and Ecological Instream Flow Assessment to 
determine the freshwater flows required to sustain the resources and economies of our region. 

535	 Climate change projections should also be considered for this project. Critical droughts evaluated as part of the Glades Reservoir 
study used observations from past events. However, climate change projections for the ACF watershed, conducted by Georgia 
Institute of Technology, indicate that future droughts are likely to be more intense (Yao and Georgakakos 2011). These results 
should be incorporated into the downstream flow analysis . 

536	 Our comment is: This project could impact the Corp's ability to meet the authorized purposes of the ACF project, by reducing the 
amount of flow in the system. The impact to the flows, as well as reservoir levels needs to be carefully analyzed and assessed. 

537	 What part of the following comment are you having trouble understanding? In April 2009, Brig. Gen. Joseph Schroedel, 
commander of the corps South Atlantic Division, spoke at a National Research Council conference in Washington, D.C. on the issue 
of managing the flows of water in the ACF Basin. There is not enough water in the ACF to meet current needs, and I want to repeat 
that for emphasis. There's not enough water in the ACF Basin to meet current needs, he said. 
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538 The modeling offered in the application thus far does not seem to adequately address low water impacts at West Point Lake. The 
approach to modeling seems to imply that since West Point is already low during dry conditions then maintaining it and making it 
a bit lower won't hurt. 

539	 Purpose: This letter responds to the USACE Notice of Intent (March 7, 2012) to issue a permit for the construction of a Glades 
Reservoir in Georgia and requesting public comment as provided for in law. Scope: This letter of objection will specify other USACE 
actions underway that will be adversely impacted by the project as specified. It will also address Tri-State (AL, GA, FL) initiatives 
whose outcome would be put in jeopardy by the proposed project, and finally, it will indicate here that the principle and 
precedent for Riparian Water Rights would be violated. Other USACE Actions Impacted: At the direction of the Chief of Engineers 
and as re-emphasized by the 11th Circuit Court of Appeals, Mobile District is embarked on a much-needed update to the Master 
Water Control Manual (WCM) for management of the waters of the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint (ACF) river basin. Though 
the Glades Reservoir is not a Federal project, the diversion of waters from the Chattahoochee River would adversely impact the 
implementation of multiple project purposes in the Water Control Manual being updated by the Mobile District, USACE and the 
Stakeholders and communities affected. On April 2nd, 2009, Commander, South Atlantic Division, USACE, BG J. Schroedel, was 
speaking at a National Research Council conference in Washington, DC on the issue of managing the flows of water in the ACF 
Basin. He said, "There is not enough water in the waters of the ACF to meet current needs, and I want to repeat that for emphasis 
- There's not enough water in the ACF Basin to meet current needs." If that be so, and we believe it is, the proposed additional 
out-takes from the Chattahoochee River would put at hazard authorized downstream uses from Atlanta to LaGrange, to Eufaula, 
AL, to Columbus, and the floodplain and fishery habitat in the Apalachicola River and Bay. 

540	 NO, NO, NO to the Glade Reservoir. We in Columbus have enough water problems we cannot, and anyone further south, cannot 
afford for another 100,000 gallons PER DAY to be taken from the river. This is crazy you bring this up after the water problems 
Atlanta has had over the last few years, not to mention the law suits from AL and FL over water. 

541	 The Cobb County-Marietta Water Authority obtains part of its water supply from the Chattahoochee River downstream of Lake 
Lanier and is dependent on the yield of the lake and releases of water from Lake Lanier. The impact of this proposed project on 
the yield of Lake Lanier needs to be analyzed. The impact of this proposed project on the ability of existing water systems that 
depend on Lake Lanier to meet their 2060 water needs should also be analyzed (same time frame of analysis for Glades Farm). 
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542	 And then we are concerned with the water withdrawal because it is affecting the cyclical nature of high water/low water that we 
need here now in Apalachicola Bay. We have to have the surges of water to make our Apalachicola Bay oysters as productive as 
possible. And we're concerned with more and more water being controlled, contained upstream, limits the high water, the 
frequency of high water down here. And we need that intermittent flow to, I guess intermittent, we need the cyclical flow to make 
sure the bay performs properly. Those are the two things I want them to check on. 

543	 Water withdrawal will further stress lanier's levels with the increased withdrawal from the chattahoochee. 
544	 I've lived in Apalachicola, in this area off and on for about twenty years. I am a PhD biologist and have taught environmental 

science. And I think it's absolutely ludicrous to consider taking more freshwater out of this system. The bay is already seriously 
stressed. I'm hearing about an influx of saltwater. Many of the oyster bars already have more conks than they do oysters. The river 
is low. It stays at a low level. There's some recent work came out that said that really some of the droughts that we're seeing 
aren't even characteristic of what they could be. 

545	 The City of Atlanta does not have significant raw water storage capacity and is primarily dependent on the Chattahoochee River as 
its source of drinking water.  The EIS should include consideration of the potential impact(s) of the Glades Reservoir Project on the 
timing and duration of releases from Lake Lanier to the Chattahoochee River, and should be evaluated and developed to ensure 
that downstream users are not adversely impacted.  This task needs to be included in the EIS Scope of Work. 

546	 I am against the building of another reservoir as I believe it will negatively affect the water levels currently seen on West Point 
Lake. The Army Corps does a poor job of managing the water they have and the problem will be further compounded with this 
project. 

547	 The effect of the proposed project on downstream federal projects in the ACF Basin is a critical factor that must be closely 
evaluated in the EIS. Lake Lanier is the largest storage project in the ACF Basin, with approximately 70 percent of all basin storage. 
Notwithstanding its size, the competing demands for utilization of Lake Lanier's storage far exceed the available resource. Water-
supply providers in the metropolitan Atlanta area have an insatiable desire to use more and more of Lake Lanier's storage. Use of 
that storage for water-supply purposes, however, diminishes the amount of water released from Buford Dam to generate 
hydropower and support navigation. The lower releases have a cascading effect downstream in other federal projects. Reduction 
of inflows to Lake Lanier will only exacerbate the ill effects occurring at the downstream projects. 
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548	 Although Lake Lanier contains most of the storage in federal projects in the basin, it has only 6 percent of the drainage area. The 
Corps' Mobile District has repeatedly cited this imbalance between the size of the reservoir and the size of the drainage area as a 
reason to operate the project in a conservative manner - it takes a relatively long time to refill Lake Lanier. The drainage area 
above the intake for the proposed Glades Reservoir constitutes approximately one third of the drainage area for Lake Lanier. In 
light of those facts, the withdrawal of water from the Chattahoochee River above Lake Lanier for purposes of the proposed project 
requires close scrutiny. 

549	 Although Alabama's comments pertaining to evaluation of effects on downstream projects is necessarily limited because it has not 
been provided the model and supporting data used by Hall County, Alabama as a preliminary matter comments on the following 
specific points pertaining to the effects on downstream projects: Use of 2007 Drought Information for Modeling: Based on the 
limited information available for review at this time, it does not appear that Hall County has utilized all appropriate data in 
evaluating the impacts of the proposed project on Lake Lanier and other downstream federal projects. While Hall County 
concedes in its Alternatives Analysis that the 2007-08 drought is the drought of record, certain of the analyses on downstream 
effects prepared by Hall County use a different time period for the analysis. For example, the Glades Reservoir Simulation Model 
for the ACF Basin submitted by Hall County used the 1998-2003 drought for purposes of much of its analysis. Alabama believes 
that any assessment of effects on downstream projects that fails to take into account data from the drought of record is 
necessarily flawed. 

550	 If one does not assume returns, then the magnitude of the effects on Lake Lanier and the other downstream projects quickly 
becomes apparent. Hall County's downstream flow report indicates that on average 66.6 mgd will be diverted from the 
Chattahoochee River to support the operations of the proposed project. This equates to 103 cubic feet per second (cfs), which is 7 
percent of Lake Lanier's average inflow. Hall County utilized the period of 1998-2003 for much of its analysis. The removal of 66.6 
mgd from the Chattahoochee River during that period equates to 446,833 acre-feet of water being withdrawn from the system. 
That is equivalent to 41 percent of Lake Lanier's usable storage, which equals the top 12 feet of Lake Lanier's conservation storage 
pool. That amount of acre-feet is also equivalent to 146 percent of West Point Lake's usable storage, and 183 percent of Lake 
Walter F. George's usable storage. 

551	 A limited number of model simulations were undertaken in support of the permit application. Based on these, the applicant 
concludes that the diversions to the proposed Glades Reservoir and Cedar Creek Reservoir will not impact downstream reservoirs 
or the States of Florida and Alabama. This conclusion, however, is more speculative then factual since it is based on numerous 
model assumptions that may not be correct or cannot be determined at this time. 
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552	 In addition, no specific operations are available for the Glades Reservoir and diversions to the Cedar Creek Reservoir which would 
allow accurate, unambiguous simulations to be made of the impacts to Lake Lanier and downstream interests in Alabama and 
Florida. The documentation only states vague flow conditions ("high", "high to moderate") under which the diversions may be 
somewhere between 133 and 245 cfs. 

553	 The Glades Farm Reservoir would set a dangerous precedent. White County & Habersham County could build reservoirs removing 
further H2O from the Chattahoochee. Then where do the users downstream from Lake Lanier get their needed amounts of H2O? 

554	 The Hall County proposal estimates that the only impact on Lanier would be a reduction in the water level 3 ½ inches. We feel that 
an independent evaluation of this impact would provide not just an "inches average" reduction but should include the maximum 
impact and frequency on Lanier which has been 21 feet water loss during drought conditions. (See comment 5 below) 

555	 We are opposed to the Glades Reservoir for two reasons: 1)We believe the reservior will result in a decreased flow of water into 
Lake Lanier and negatively impact lake levels and water quality. 

556	 The City of LaGrange is a public utility in the middle Chattahoochee region that strives to operate in a responsible and 
environmentally conscious manner. As a downstream interest in the proposed Glades project, the following information must be 
considered: The ACF basin, which West Point Lake is a part of, has long been stressed due to low river flows. Subsequent the level 
of West Point Lake has suffered severe reductions over the past several years as a result of these reduced flows downstream from 
metropolitan Atlanta.  The proposed Glades Reservoir would result in a net reduction of flow into the basin. 

557	 The USACE is working to complete an updated water control manual.  We request that the USACE review this document and 
ensure that adequate water has been set aside to account for the water lost due to the proposed reservoir, and that all other 
downstream demands can likewise be met. 

558	 The Middle Chattahoochee Water Coalition (MCWC) is a public/private multi-state partnership to champion equitable, optimal use 
and good stewardship of the water resources of the region. Our ACF basin has long been stressed due to low river flows and 
subsequent lake level reductions downstream from metropolitan Atlanta.  The proposed Glades Reservoir would result in a net 
reduction of flow into the basin. 

559	 Personally, I am particularly concerned about the residual down stream damage that occurs with construction, the impact of 
withdrawing water to fill the reservoir and potential for interfering with downstream flows over the long term.  It they want to 
mess up their own county, that is their affair, but damage stops at the county line. 

560	 The potential impact (as reported by the applicant) of the Glades Reservoir on lake levels has only been studied for Lake Lanier 
and West Point Lake.  All lakes on the Chattahoochee River should be studied and their impact be known. 

Final Scoping Report, October 2012, Appendix F        125 



Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement: Scoping Comments 

Topic: Water Quantity and Hydrology 

Subtopic: Downstream Effects 

Comment #	 Comment 

561	 I am completely against the development of a new reservoir. As it is there is currently not enough water to go around. By adding 
another amenity reservoir a whole nother group of stakeholders are added to the current mess. As is it has been more than 
difficult to manage the water in the chattahochee basin. 

562	 Additional analysis should be conducted to evaluate the watershed impacts without the 70% return from a future WWTP. 
563	 Additionally, Hall County relied on the Corps adhering to the Revised Interim Operation Plan ("RIOP") when developing the yield 

analysis, and assessing the downstream impacts on the various sections of the Chattahoochee River. Because the Corps will likely 
make changes to the operation of the Chattahoochee River system lakes, the safe yield and its impact downstream will have to be 
reevaluated when new operations are known. The Corps should not rely on annual averages in evaluating the impacts of the 
Glades project on downstream lakes and river. 

564	 Impacts to Flows in the ACF Basin: As described above, the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects are directly related and connected 
actions to the Corps' operation of Lake Lanier and the other federal reservoirs downstream on the ACF Basin, which significantly 
affects the citizens and environment of Florida. Since the proposed action will affect the inflow into Lake Lanier and thus the rate 
at which the Lake refills, it will affect the whole system of Corps reservoirs on the Chattahoochee, which rely on Lake Lanier for 
the bulk of composite storage available to the system FDEP submits that the operation of the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects 
could negatively affect flows downstream in the ACF system, particularly during times of low flows and drought. The proposed 
withdrawals from the Chattahoochee, of up to 86 MGD (66.6 MGD average and 116 MGD peak-day demand) proposed to be 
transferred to Cedar Creek Reservoir, as well as up to 39 MGD to fill and recharge the Glades Reservoir, will likely "flat line" flows 
into Lake Lanier at whatever minimum instream flow is approved by Georgia EPD. Hall County proposes using a minimum flow of 
the annual 7Q10, which is approximately 22% of average annual daily flow in the Chattahoochee River (i.e., 119 MGD). In addition 
to these reductions in flow, impounding Flat Creek-just 1,000 feet from its confluence with Lake Lanier-will further reduce flows 
into Lake Lanier and the ACF system. Hall County has reiterated its proposal, which Georgia EPD previously approved, to use the 
annual 7Q10 as the minimum flow for Flat Creek as well. This would result in releases from Glades Reservoir that would be the 
lesser of 3.0 MGD (4.6 cubic feet per second) or the inflow to the Reservoir (which, during low flow periods, would likely be less 
than 3 MGD), thereby compounding reduction in flows to Lake Lanier from the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects. 

565	 Additional analyses of downstream impacts on Lake Lanier and the ACF reservoirs should include: How the proposed Projects will 
impact the timing and duration of when and how long Lake Lanier is in each of the various action zones. For example, would the 
proposed Projects keep Lake Lanier in Zone 4 earlier and more often? 
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566	 Additional analyses of downstream impacts on Lake Lanier and the ACF reservoirs should include: How the Projects would impact 
composite conservation storage for the ACF system. 

567	 Additional analyses of downstream impacts on Lake Lanier and the ACF reservoirs should include: How the Projects would impact 
"recovery" of the ACF system from drought protocols. 

568	 All of the Corps' downstream impacts analyses should be done on a monthly time step, and daily flow results should be provided. 
Also, analyses should extend through the 2007 drought. 

569	 Specific Downstream Impacts. Any review analyzing impacts of the Corps' operations of the ACF Basin (including for the proposed 
Projects, which will impact ACF reservoir operation) should, at a minimum, evaluate, for each alternative, the following impacts 
for the Apalachicola River and Bay: Specific Apalachicola Bay Impacts: Changes to freshwater inflow, including quantity, timing and 
quality. 
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570	 One of the Service's primary concerns is how the project will affect downstream flows below Lake Lanier and the greater 
Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint watershed (ACF). The downstream flow study (Hall County 2011) prepared for the proposed 
project used the USACE ResSim model developed for the ACF to evaluate the impact of Glades reservoir. The conclusions of this 
study, as stated on page 13 of the report were: The minimum instream flows (MIF) of the Chattachoochee River and Flat Creek 
just upstream of Lake Lanier would be maintained. The proposed Glades Reservoir Project would have an impact on the inflow, 
pool elevation, and downstream releases of Lake Lanier. During a critical drought, inflow to Lake Lanier would decrease by 24 
cubic feet per second with the proposed Glades Reservoir in place, primarily due to the diversion to Cedar Creek Reservoir for the 
Hall County water supply. The impacts on the downstream reservoirs would be less. During a critical drought, the Lake Lanier pool 
elevation would decrease an annual average of 0.21 ft. for the 2007 withdrawals and returns, and an annual average of 0.29 ft. for 
the 2040 withdrawal and returns. The impact on the pool elevation of West Point Lake would be minimal, while the impact on the 
pool elevation of W.F. George Lake, and Lake Seminole would be negligible. During a critical drought, the refill time of Lake Lanier 
would increase 1 day for the 2007 withdrawals and returns, and 10 days for the 2040 withdrawals and returns. The downstream 
releases from Lake Lanier and the downstream reservoirs would decrease by about the same amount as the decrease in inflows, 
but the MIF would be maintained. The impacts during a drought would be slightly larger than those over a longer period of time. 
The Judge Magnuson Worst Case Scenario would more than compensate for the impact of the Glades Reservoir Project so that 
reservoir inflows, outflows, and pool elevations would increase and refill times would decrease at most reservoirs. Updating the 
Revised Interim Operating Plan by the USACE to reflect the Lake Lanier inflow changes attributable to the Glades Reservoir Project 
could mitigate and diffuse the impacts on Lake Lanier. The above conclusions, however, are based on the current water allocation 
regime of the USACE. Currently, the USACE is updating the water control manual for the ACF watershed and making water 
allocation decisions for Lake Lanier. These decisions could impact the above conclusions. We recommend that the downstream 
flow study be updated after the conclusion of the water control manual updates when effects of this project can more accurately 
be assessed. 

571 The major impacts of this reservoir include: (1) changes in hydrology throughout the ACF Basin; (2) potential adverse impacts to 
water quality; and (3) impacts on aquatic ecology, wildlife, and wetlands, including loss of stream and wetland habitat. 
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572	 We can’t support the projects that are currently in use on the chattahochee river basin WHY!!!!! would you take additional water 
from the river system further harming the current lakes. 

573	 The withdrawal of up to 140 million gallons of water per day from the Chattahoochee River and, on average, 5 million gallons per 
day lost to increased evaporation will significantly reduce flows in the river basin.4 

574	 If the County is assuming that the project would be funded by the City of Gainesville water ratepayers within both the City and 
County, it would require a major financial commitment by the City of Gainesville Water and Sewer Enterprise Fund. Given the 
City's current revenue stream from water sales, each additional $1 Million in operating expense or debt service roughly equals a 
3.5% increase in required water rate revenues. At this time, depending on the level of grants or other non-debt funding 
sources, it appears the cost of the project could result in an increase in current water rates of 50%-75%. The EIS should evaluate 
the physical, social, and economic effects of the Glades Reservoir project on the City of Gainesville's water system and on the 
water ratepayers. 

4 This comment was received after the public scoping period had ended and is not included in the comment totals. 
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575	 The project is designed to withdraw water from the Chattahoochee River when "adequate flows" are available. How is "adequate 
flows" defined and who decides when adequate flows are available for withdrawal? 

576	 Conversely, water would be released back into the Chattahoochee River from the proposed Glades Reservoir when insufficient 
flow occurs.  How is "insufficient flow" defined and who triggers the return of water back to the river? 

577	 Additionally, consideration during the EIS process, should be given to evaluating the following general topics: Minimum low flows 
to be protected at various project locations. 

578	 Reduction of Flows in Chattahoochee River: The EIS must include a careful review of the reduction in water quantity in the 
Chattahoochee River as a result of the proposed project. As Alabama understands the proposal, withdrawals from the 
Chattahoochee River can be made at all times so long as the flow in the Chattahoochee River remains at the lesser of the natural 
river flow or the Annual 7Q10 flow rate. It is noteworthy that Annual 7Q10 flows are only 22% of average annual daily flows. That 
means that the Annual 7Q10 flow will become the maximum flow at all times except when the flow is so high that it exceeds the 
combined capacity of the pumps for diversions to the Glades Reservoir and the Cedar Creek Reservoir. Such a result will reduce or 
eliminate the seasonal variation in flows that is so critical to aquatic life. 

579	 Alabama requests that it be provided with modeling data to establish how many days on average flows will exceed the Annual 
7Q10 level after diversions and the modeling data to show how many days during the drought of record that the level would have 
been exceeded. 

580	 Transforming the minimal Annual 7Q10 flow into the de facto maximum flow for the overwhelming majority of days raises very 
serious concerns that merit close study. Not only will such a drastic reduction (a drop to just 22% of the average annual daily flow) 
have inevitable consequences for water quality and habitat in the Chattahoochee River and Flat Creek, but it also highlights the 
magnitude of the reduction in inflows that Lake Lanier will experience. Alabama believes, per its discussion above, that no returns 
should be assumed for purposes of this component of the EIS evaluation. 

Final Scoping Report, October 2012, Appendix F        130 



Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement: Scoping Comments 

Topic: Water Quantity and Hydrology 

Subtopic: Minimum Instream Flows 

Comment #	 Comment 

581 Instream Flow Protection: As noted in the previous paragraph, Hall County proposes to establish a minimum instream flow 
("MIF") in the Chattahoochee River at the project intake point and from the Glades Reservoir based on the annual 7Q10 of the 
Chattahoochee River and Flat Creek, respectively. As recognized by the State of Georgia's Board of Natural Resources in its 2001 
white paper, flows based on an annual 7Q10 are often not sufficient to prevent significant stress on aquatic environments. As a 
result, as of April 1, 2001, the MIF from a water-supply reservoir in Georgia should normally be based on the lesser of the monthly 
7Q10 or inflow to the reservoir. To the extent that the State of Georgia has approved usage of the annual 7Q10 as the basis for the 
required flows in the Chattahoochee River and Flat Creek, Alabama requests a copy of any and all reports, analyses, or modeling 
files used to justify use of the annual 7Q10 as opposed to the monthly 7Q10. Alabama believes that use of the annual 7Q10 will 
result in a significant reduction in flows for most of the year, thereby reducing the normal inflow to Lake Lanier and impacting the 
critical yield of that reservoir. Alabama contends that the EIS process must include an evaluation of use of a monthly 7Q10 
requirement, and Alabama reserves the right to submit supplemental comments after the site-specific instream flow study is 
made available. 

582	 Based on the information provided by the Savannah District, the proposed Glades Reservoir will have "useable" storage of 11.7 
billion gallons or 35,908 acre-ft. The reservoir will be used to supply a demand of 72.5 Mgal/d (= 222.5 acre-feet/d = 112 cfs). In 
addition, 86 Mgal/d (=264 acre-feet/d = 133 cfs) can be diverted to the Cedar Creek Reservoir. Therefore, a combined total of 245 
cfs can be diverted from the Chattahoochee River to Glades and Cedar Creek Reservoirs. The documents provided states that the 
Glades Reservoir will be used for low flow augmentation. The stated minimum flow proposed by the applicant at the pump intake 
is 184 cfs (=7Q10) or the natural inflow, whichever is less. The minimum proposed flow in Flat Creek downstream of the reservoir 
is 4.6 cfs or the natural flow, whichever is less. Therefore, the only required flow augmentation is to maintain, at most, a 7Q10 
flow. This, of course, is a severe low flow event (once in 10 years or a 10% probability in any year). Low flow augmentation, 
therefore, is minimal and provides little if any offset for the withdrawals. 

583	 In addition, there is little observed data for the calculations found in the reports and documents provided in support of the 
application. Much of the data is synthetic and was computed from observed data measured elsewhere in basin. This is the case for 
Fox Creek and the Chattahoochee River at the point of diversion. The computed 7Q10, therefore, are based on synthetic data 
which may not be entirely representative of the Chattahoochee River at the intake or Flat Creek. 
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584	 In the event the unspecified "natural flow" is determined to be less than the 7Q10 flow then only this lower flow will be required. 
Unfortunately, not only is the "natural flow" unspecified but the proposed frequency (return period) and duration are not stated. 
Finally, the materials provided indicate that the Georgia EPD will evaluate the "minimum flow requirements" as part of the water 
withdrawal application; however, this has not been accomplished. Since neither the natural flow at the pump intake and Flat 
Creek nor the minimum flow for the withdrawal permit have been determined, the EIS evaluation can only assume the minimum 
flow requirement for environmental protection, water quality and habitat preservation will be the 7Q10 at both locations. It 
should be recognized, however, that the minimum requirements could be lower based on the natural flow analysis mentioned in 
the documents. Alternatively (and much more preferable from a technical perspective), the Savannah District could require the 
applicant to determine the "minimum natural flow" as part of the permit application. In this manner the minimum flow 
requirements are clearly specified prior to commencing the EIS. Absent this, the EIS should examine contingencies in the event the 
"natural flow" is determined to be less than the 7Q10 in the Chattahoochee River and in Flat Creek. 

585	 As noted above, the applicant has indicated that up to 112 cfs will be diverted to the Glades Reservoir on a daily basis and an 
additional 133 cfs to the Cedar Creek Reservoir. During undefined "Periods of High River Flow" up to a total of 245 cfs can be 
diverted from the Chattahoochee River. During undefined "Periods of Average to Moderate River Flows", it appears that at least 
133 cfs can be diverted to the Cedar Creek Reservoir on a daily basis. During undefined "Periods of Low River Flows" water will 
supposedly be pumped from the Glades Reservoir to the Chattahoochee River for low flow augmentation. We know, however, 
that low flow augmentation will only be required to support the minimum flow equal to the 7Q10 or the "natural flow" whichever 
is less. Therefore, at flows above the 7Q10, the proposed diversions to the Glades and Cedar Creek reservoirs can range from 133 
to 245 cfs. As a result, the proposed diversions could (and likely will) significantly alter the low flow regime of the 
Chattahoochee River from the intake to terminus of the river in Lake Lanier. It can be expected, therefore, that a low flow such as 
the 184 cfs minimum will occur much more frequently and for much longer durations then in the past. This should be examined as 
part of the EIS since it could have a serious impact on low flows and the associated environmental, water quality and habitat 
features of the river. 
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586	 The Schnabel Engineering report on downstream flow impacts contains two statements that need clarification before any permit 
is issued: a. On Page 5 the statement is made that "Minimum Ins-stream Flow (MIF) to be released from the Glades Reservoir 
would be the lesser of 3.0 mgd (4.6 cfs) or the natural inflow to the reservoir". This refers to the releases from Glades into Flat 
Creek. However, by stating that it will be the 'lesser' of the two values, if the natural inflow to the reservoir is only 2.0 mgd, then 
that would be the only amount required to be released. If the natural inflow were to be 0 mgd during a severe drought, then there 
would be no water released from Glades. b. In the Background section of the cover letter to the Schnabel report it is stated that 
"When insufficient flow is available, releases from Glades Reservoir would provide make-up water to meet in-stream flow 
requirements in the Chattahoochee River while maintaining Minimum Instream Flows (MIF) of the lesser of Annual 7Q10 flows 
(approximately 22% of average annual daily flow) or natural flows in the Chattahoochee River." Similar to item a) above, by stating 
that the MIF will be the 'lesser' of the 7Q10 flows or the 'natural flows' the interpretation of this is that if the 'natural flows' are 
less than the 7Q10 flows, then there would be no obligation of the operation of Glades to release any additional water from 
Glades Reservoir into the Chattahoochee River. If these two provisions form the basis of the modeling produced by Schnabel 
Engineering, it raises questions about the conclusions arrived at by the modeling. 

587	 My comments are related to the Glades Reservoir, and there are several issues I have.  Number one is, they need to better define 
what "high flow" is. What I see is anything above 7Q10 is defined as high flow. And 7Q10 in a river, is you're already in drought 
situation. So, they need to define what 7Q10 is. They need to raise the level when they-- in order to pump, they should be 
pumping more than 7Q10 flow or basin, what they call minimum, which I'm assuming is 7Q10. And the only way that this reservoir 
will not affect us downstream is if the water they are pumping out of the Chattahoochee River and the water that is captured by 
the Glades Reservoir, which is a percentage of the drainage basin for Lake Lanier, that water needs to be still included as basin 
inflow into Lake Lanier. Because the water control plant is going to be based on lake levels and basin inflow into Lake Lanier. And if 
you decrease basin inflow into Lake Lanier, then you're decreasing lake levels, even if it's a foot, and you're reducing the amount 
of flow that comes downstream because you're letting the lake stay in zone 4 or zone 3 longer. And when that happens, we get 
less flow downstream, based on the R.I.O.P. So, somebody needs to define 7Q10, what 7Q10 are you using. And anything above 
7Q10, I'm sorry, it's not high flow, you're still at very flow. And there should be some limits on how much is pumped out of the 
river when, and the amount of water pumped out should be, or pumped back in from the Glades should be related to the amount 
of water in the stream and also the lake level. And there should be limits on how much can be pumped if the lake level is down 
and the stream is at low flow. That's all I've got to say. 
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588 The proposal states that project operations will augment flow to meet Georgia’s minimum flow standard. Please provide a
reference, from either Georgia’s rules, regulations or an authorizing statue which explicitly defines the State’s instream flow
requirement. Additionally, please describe what instream flow endpoint will be used for project operations. Some documents
appear to reference an annual 7Q10 used for modeling. Why is annual 7Q10 being used rather than, at a minimum, the monthly
7Q10. In addition, there is consensus that 7Q10 is a critical flow condition for calculation of some permit limits, not an endpoint
for instream flow requirements. There is strong scientific evidence that defensible downstream flow targets should incorporate
percentage of flow approaches or variable targets, rather than a single, minimum flow.

589 Stream Flow Impacts - The applicant proposes annual 7Q10 releases from the Glades Reservoir dam as well as maintaining annual
7Q10 in-stream flow in the Chattahoochee River below the withdrawal point. This proposal is unacceptable because it violates the
state's minimum instream flow requirements. The minimum instream flow policy, which was adopted by the state Board
of Natural Resources in May 2001, provides three minimum instream flow options, none of which include the annual 7Q10 that
the applicant proposes here. While an exception to the policy exists for "withdrawals from highly regulated streams (i.e., streams
whose flows are significantly determined by the operation of federal reservoirs) such as the Chattahoochee, Savannah, and Coosa
rivers," the sections of creek and river in question here are not highly regulated. It is not logical for the entire Chattahoochee River
to be considered a "highly regulated" river as the river flows freely for approximately 42 miles above Lake Lanier; the withdrawal
point from the Chattahoochee River for the Glades project is within this free flowing section. As the applicant notes, the Flat Creek
dam is outside of the Lake Lanier dam pool. Likewise, the withdrawal point in the Chattahoochee River is upstream (by Hall
County's calculation some 6 miles) from the jurisdictional limit for Lake Lanier, and the river is not subject to any regulated
releases upstream. As noted above, the minimum instream flow requirements were adopted, and the annual 7Q10 was rejected,
by the state Board of Natural Resources after years of study by the state Wildlife Resources Division, which concluded that a more
protective standard was required for Georgia's aquatic diversity as well as human uses. The outdated annual 7Q10 does not
protect ecological conditions that require seasonal flow variations. For these reasons, the Corps must require the applicant to
provide an assessment of the Chattahoochee River flow frequency regime against the values for the annual 7Q10, the monthly
7Q10, and the instantaneous 7Q10.

590 In the present proposal it states "When adequate flows are available in the Chattahoochee River, water will be withdrawn from
the Chattahoochee River... "TRWDA has concerns as to what and where are adequate flows defined. How will the level of Lake
Lanier be incorporated into the acceptable withdrawal rate? Will the return flows be above to Lanier or below Lanier?
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591 Instead of proposing to maintain a 7Q10 minimum flow in the Chattahoochee River at point of withdrawal, the project goal in our
opinion needs to be ''to maintain the existing flow releases from Lake Lanier without adversely affecting the pre-project levels of
Lake Lanier". It appears that without this goal, the project as proposed will produce negative impacts on the ACF basin.

592 Information Related to Georgia Environmental Protection Division Approvals: Hall County's application for the Glades Reservoir
Projects is based on an assumption that the minimum flow for both Flat Creek and the Chattahoochee River will be the annual
7Q10. Use of the annual 7Q10 is inconsistent with the State of Georgia's instream flow protection requirements, and therefore
will require a site-specific instream flow study to justify a variance from these requirements. The site-specific instream flow study
justifying use of an annual 7Q10, all relevant data, modeling and technical information, and any other documents related to
approval by the Georgia Environmental Protection Division ("EPD") of the annual 7Q10 flow option should be made public as part
of the EIS scoping process. In addition, the Corps should evaluate the impacts and downstream effects of utilizing more protective
minimum instream flows, including a monthly 7Q10 flow option and a 30/60/40% mean annual flow as contemplated in Georgia's
instream flow guidelines? Finally, materials related to Georgia EPD's approval of Hall County's surface water withdrawal permits -
which will be necessary for operation of the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects, including the Cedar Creek Reservoir - should also
be made available as part of the EIS scoping process.

593 And I guess I also had some questions as to how the definition of high flow is going to be managed. I was told there are several
different definitions but no one is quite sure which definition is going to be used, so. And then I'm also going to do some more
research and probably send some comments via e-mail.

594 Consistent with Georgia's Interim Instream Flow Protection Strategy, the EIS should be scoped to include an evaluation of
operations and impacts based on monthly 7Q10 flow and protection of downstream users as well as the "non-depletable flow"
requirements of downstream users.

595 The applicant makes a determination of based on an instream flow of 7Q10 as the minimum flow and dam release for Flat Creek.
The use of the 7Q10 flow is inadequate to sustain ecological resources of a stream and should not be acceptable to the Corps or
the State of Georgia as a reasonable component to measure “safe yield” from the creek. The Instream Flow Council stated in its
publication “Instream Flows for Riverine Resource Stewardship – Revised Edition” (Instream Flow Council-2002, Revised Edition
2004) that “Use of the 7Q10 persists because it favors off-stream water uses.  However, it does so by sacrificing the fish and
wildlife resources that belong to the public and over which government has a stewardship responsibility.”



Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement: Scoping Comments

Topic: Water Quantity and Hydrology

Subtopic: Minimum Instream Flows

Comment # Comment

Final Scoping Report, October 2012, Appendix F        136

596 The EIS should verify the system yield of the proposed Glades Reservoir project. The water supply project as outlined proposes to
maintain annual 7Q10 flow at the Chattahoochee River withdrawal site. This appears to be in contravention to the State of
Georgia Department of Natural Resources Board interim instream flow policy (effective date April 1, 2001) requiring the
maintenance of at least monthly 7Q10 minimum flows, or the 30/60/40% average annual daily flow option at riverine withdrawal
points. If standard DNR/EPD policy were applied, the yield of the Glades Reservoir project would very likely be substantially below
the 80 million gallons per day (MGD) claimed in the Section 404 Permit application. The EIS should state what the yield of the
Glades Reservoir project would be under standard EPD permitting conditions, namely monthly 7Q10 or 30/60/40% mean annual
average flow requirements. A determination of impacts should be balanced against this yield as a more likely actual yield if the
project were permitted.

597 EPA has concerns and questions regarding the 7Q10 instream flow requirements. For example, the proposal states that project
operations will augment flow to meet Georgia's minimum flow standard. However, there are no references, from either Georgia's
rules, regulations or an authorizing statue which explicitly defines the State's instream flow requirement. What instream flow
endpoint will be used for project operations? Some documents appear to reference an annual 7Q1O used for modeling. Why is
that being used rather than, at a minimum, the monthly 7Q10? In addition, there is consensus that 7Q10 is a critical flow condition
for calculation of some permit limits, not an endpoint for instream flow requirements. There is strong scientific evidence that
defensible downstream flow targets should incorporate percentage of flow approaches or variable targets, rather than a single,
minimum flow. EPA recommends these questions and concerns be clarified and properly evaluated in the EIS.
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The following documents the percentage of comments received by commenter type, organized by topic.
The following groups submitted scoping comments:

Academia
Business
Federal Agency
State Agency
Regional Agency
County
City
Non-Governmental Organization
Property Owner
Individual
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Alternatives	
Figure 1. Alternatives Comments by Commenter Type

Aquatic	Ecology,	Wildlife	and	Wetlands	
Figure 2. Aquatic Ecology, Wildlife and Wetlands Comments by Commenter Type

Cultural	Resources	
One comment from an individual was received on cultural resources.
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Cumulative	Effects	
Figure 3. Cumulative Effects Comments by Commenter Type

Federal	Navigation	
One comment was received from a state agency on Federal Navigation.

Geology	and	Soils	
Figure 4. Geology and Soils Comments by Commenter Type
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Land	Use	and	Aesthetics	
Figure 5. Land Use and Aesthetics Comments by Commenter Type

Mitigation	and	Monitoring	
Figure 6. Mitigation and Monitoring Comments by Commenter Type
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Project	Purpose	and	Need		
Figure 7. Project Purpose and Need Comments by Commenter Type

Public	Involvement	and	NEPA	Process	
Figure 8. Public Involvement and NEPA Process Comments by Commenter Type
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Recreation	
Figure 9. Recreation Comments by Commenter Type

Socioeconomics	and	Environmental	Justice	
Figure 10. Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice Comments by Commenter Type

State Agency
21%

City
17%

Federal Agency
9%

Non
Governmental
Organization

44%

Property Owner
9%

Recreation

State Agency
9%

City
19%

Federal Agency
5%

Individual
19%

Non
Governmental
Organization

27%

Property Owner
21%

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice



Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement
Scoping Comments by Commenter Type

Final Scoping Report, October 2012, Appendix F        7

Threatened	and	Endangered	Species	
Figure 11. Threatened and Endangered Species Comments by Commenter Type

Water	Quality	
Figure 12. Water Quality Comments by Commenter Type
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Water	Quantity	and	Hydrology	
Figure 13. Water Quantity and Hydrology Comments by Commenter Type

Federal Agency
16%

Individual
19%

Media
2%

Property Owner
5%

State Agency
21%

City
5%

County
1%

Regional
Agency

1%

Academia
1%

Non
Governmental
Organization

29%

Water Quantity and Hydrology



COMMENT LETTERS



From: Eric_Prowell@fws.gov [mailto:Eric_Prowell@fws.gov]
Sent: Thursday, August 09, 2012 10:36 AM
To: Freas, Kathrine M SAS
Cc: Morgan, Richard W SAS; deborah_c_harris@fws.gov
Subject: Re: Chattahoochee River Intake Exhibit (UNCLASSIFIED)
Attachments: Glades Chattahoochee-Mossy.pdf

Hey Katie,

In our April 11th letter, we requested that the applicant conduct a fish survey around the intake
location, specifically to assess the presense of the Halloween darter. Our agency has been petitioned to
list this fish under the Endangered Species Act and although we have no idea when or whether it will be
listed at this time, it would make sense for the applicant to investigate whether or not it could be a
potential issue in the future. Brian Rochester escorted me to the intake site on May 31st and although
there was no potential habitat at the proposed site, we did find potential habitat about 2 miles
upstream at the Mossy Creek confluence.

We do not currently have life history information on the Halloween darter, but many darters have
pelagic larvae that are released into the water column and float downstream where there feed in pool
habitat until they are large enough to swim. If Halloween darters are present in the two mile reach
upstream of the intake, we would have concerns that the larvae could be vulnerable to any intake that
operates downstream of occupied habitat.

Due to these concerns, we would recommend the applicant conduct a fish survey in the two mile stream
segment upstream of the proposed intake location (map attached) to assess presence of the Halloween
darter and also fish community composition. If you or the applicant have any questions please let me
know. - Eric
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(Sent via Electronic email) 

Colonel Jeffrey H. Hall 
District Engineer, Savannah District 
Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 889 
Savannah, Georgia 31402-0889 

Dear Colonel Hall: 

Southeast Regional Office 
263 13th Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701-5505 
(727) 824-5317; FAX (727) 824-5300 
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/ 

. April 19, 2012 

NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) reviewed the projects described in the 
public notice(s) listed below. 

Based on the information in the public notice(s), the proposed project(s) would NOT occur in the 
vicinity of essential fish habitat (EFH) designated by the South Atlantic Fishery Management 
Council or NMFS. Present staffing levels preclude further analysis of the proposed activities and 
no further action is planned. This position is neither supportive of nor in opposition to 
authorization of the proposed work. 

NOTICE NO. 

2007-00388 
201 1-00937 

APPLICANT 

Glades Reservoir Project 
GA Southern University 

NOTICE DATE 

March 7, 2012 
April 11, 2012 

DUE DATE 

April 17, 2012 
May 11, 2012 

Please note these comments do not satisfy your consultation responsibilities under section 7 of 
the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. If the activity "may effect" listed species or 
critical habitat that are under the purview of NMFS, consultation should be initiated with our 
Protected Resources Division at the letterhead address. 

Sincerely, 

Pace Wilber (for) 

Virginia M. Fay 
Assistant Regional Administrator 
Habitat Conservation Division 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 4 

Russell Kaiser 
Chief, Regulatory Division 
Department of the Army 

ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 
61 FORSYTH STREET 

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8960 

April 17,2012 

Savannah District, Corps of Engineers 
100 W. Oglethorpe A venue 
Savannah, Georgia 31401-3640 

SUBJECT: EPA Scoping Comments on the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the Proposed Glades Reservoir along Flat Creek 
Hall County, Georgia 

Dear Mr. Kaiser: 

Consistent with Section 102(2)( c) of the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) Region 4 appreciates the opportunity to provide scoping comments on the 
proposed EIS for the referenced project. It is our understanding that the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (COE), Savannah District, intends to prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) to address the potential impacts associated with permitting 
construction of Glades Reservoir and Dam along Flat Creek in Hall County, GA. 
Evaluation of the proposed project through an EIS will reportedly proceed in compliance 
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Upon completion of the EIS 
process, the COE will evaluate a permit application for the proposed work under the 
authority of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. EPA is participating in the NEPA 
process as a Cooperating Agency with the COE in accordance with the requirements of 
the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance and regulations. 

We understand that the applicant for the permit is Hall County, which proposes to 
construct a dam and 850 acre lake on Flat Creek, which is a tributary of the 
Chattahoochee River, in northern Hall Lamar County, Georgia, northwest of the City of 
Gainesville. The primary purpose of the proposed pump-storage reservoir is to serve as a 
flow augmentation reservoir in conjunction with the Cedar Creek reservoir. The Cedar 
Creek Reservoir will serve as a public water supply for Hall County. The proposed 
Glades Reservoir and dam will be comprised of a new water supply reservoir, as well as 
pipelines and pumping stations for withdrawing water from the Chattahoochee River and 
for connecting with the existing Cedar Creek Reservoir. Construction of the project as 
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proposed will reportedly impact approximately 850 acres, 39-48 1 acres of wetlands and 
94,851 linear feet of streams. The project is in the initial stages of planning. 

Based on our initial review of the Section 404 project permit application, material 
provided by the COE during scoping meetings, and a site visit on March 1, 2012, EPA's 
primary concerns and questions are related to the stated purpose and need, alternatives 
analysis, cumulative impacts, sign(ficant impacts to wetlands and streams, compensatory 
wetlands mitigation, and water quality. These questions and concerns were taken in the 
context of current available information as listed above and are preliminary in nature. 
EPA understands additional analysis and study will yield more information during the 
NEPA process. 

Purpose and Need: 

Regarding the stated purpose and need, EPA has concerns regarding the projected 
water demands, proper determination of water efficiencies, impacts relating to the recent 
appellate court's decision regarding the Magnuson ruling and stated purpose of the 
propose project. 

Projected Water Demands: 
Regarding projected water demands, EPA is concerned that the projected 

population growth, which is the foundation for the water demands projection might be 
insufficient. The June 2011 application describes demand calculations relied on a 
number of factors that may not be appropriate (See attached table). EPA recommends the 
Corps thoroughly analyze the applicant's water demand projections and adjust the 
population numbers to reflect current future population growth trends. 

Water Efficiency: 
EPA is concerned that the applicant didn't properly analyze water efficiency and 

conservation measures. EPA recommends evaluating this project within the context of 
water efficiency measures as a component in projecting future water demands. We 
consider water efficiency measures to be central to water supply planning because 
reservoirs are very costly in both money and environmental impacts. EPA recommends 
that the COE consider recommendations found in the EPA Region 4 Water Efficiency 
Guidelines (May 2010) which help to inform water utilities of the actions to eliminate or 
minimize the need for additional capacity before consideration of a water supply 
reservoir project on a stream or river. 

Appellate Court's Decision regarding the Magnuson Ruling: 
The recent appellate court's decision regarding the Magnuson ruling has the 

potential impact future water allocations for Hall County. EPA recommends the Corps 
should thoroughly analyze the applicants Purpose and Need in the context of this recent 
ruling in the NEPA process (See attached table). Additionally, this ruling could impact 
the Corps alternatives analysis regarding the unmet water demands for Hall County. 

I Based on information provided on EIS Scoping Meeting Material 

2 



Stated Purpose of the Proposed Project: 
EPA has many questions and concerns relating to the recent changes in the 

purpose of the Glades Reservoir. This project's purpose and configuration has changed 
significantly over the course of years, for example, past section 404 permits for Glades 
Reservoir have indicated that the reservoir would have a dual purpose for water supply 
and as an amenity lake (See attached table). Based on the current section 404 permit, the 
project purpose is listed solely as a water supply project. EPA recommends that the Corps 
clarify and clearly state the intended purpose of the Glades Reservoir in the EIS. 

Alternatives Analysis: 

EPA encourages the Corps to evaluate all practicable alternatives to meet any 
remaining demand gap and should be evaluated, not just alternative impoundment sites. 
Such alternatives include, but are not limited to, implementing efficiency measures, 
additional withdrawal from Lake Lanier, direct intake from another location, expanding 
the Cedar Creek reservoir, raising elevation levels of Lake Lanier, grey water recycling, 
and any combination of the above. Alternatives should not be considered only in 
isolation. A list of suggested alternatives and issues to be considered in the alternatives 
analysis is outlined in the Detailed Comments Enclosure. 

Cumulative Impacts: 

There are many water issues going on in this reach of the river that have bearing 
on the proposed permit. We consider it necessary to evaluate this project in the context 
of the overall current and future water supply needs of the region, as it is likely there will 
be additional proposed projects of this type in the future. EPA, therefore, recommends 
that the EIS provide a regional perspective on water supply needs and alternatives for 
meeting regional needs. EPA is also concerned about potential future development 
around the periphery of such an impoundment could present numerous water quality 
problems. EPA considers such impacts as secondary and indirect impacts and should be 
considered in the cumulative impacts analysis of the EIS. 

Significant Impacts to Wetlands and Streams: 

The magnitude of impacts to aquatic resources for this proposed project is very 
concerning to EPA. Given that the applicant proposes the impoundment of over 90,000 
linear feet of streams and 39-482acres of wetlands, considerable ecological function 
would be lost. Some stream resources observed at the March 1, 2012, interagency site 
visit appear to be in very good condition. EPA considers the tributary system of the 
Upper Chattahoochee River Basin, including Flat Creek, to be aquatic resources of 
national importance (ARNI). EPA thinks that the remaining streams in this region are 
essential for providing important water quality, water quantity, and wildlife benefits. 
EPA recommends the Corps include in the EIS a full assessment of the impacted streams 
and wetlands, and include a functional assessment of the resources located within the 
footprint of the proposed reservoir. 

2 Based on information provided on EIS Scoping Meeting Material 
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Compensatory Mitigations: 

EPA thinks it is premature to consider detailed compensatory mitigation for the 
proposed project. However, given the magnitude of direct impacts of the proposed 
project to aquatic resources and the high quality of much of the stream resources, 
compensatory mitigation requirements should be taken into consideration early as part of 
the alternatives analysis. Project evaluation should consider the feasibility of providing 
sufficient compensatory mitigation for loss of considerable aquatic resources.. EPA 
recommends planning include evaluation of options consistent with the 2008 Mitigation 
Rule that will effectively replace the loss of the ecological functions (e.g., if virtually the 
entire Flat Creek watershed). EPA is also concerned about the ability to implement 
whatever mitigation plan is submitted. It has been our experience that is rare for a 
reservoir mitigation plan that was permitted to be implemented as proposed. In some 
cases, projects have been constructed while the mitigation plan is still undergoing 
modification, which is not acceptable. Some applicants have expended all funds to 
implement the mitigation plan ( or to even build the facilities needed to utilize the 
reservoir). Thus, EPA recommends the Corps consider implementation of financial 
assurances in the development of the EIS as well consider mechanism that will guarantee 
that the applicant can implement whatever mitigation plan is proposed. 

Water Quality: 

EPA has numerous concerns regarding the proposed project's impacts on water 
quality. Numerous reservoirs have experienced water quality problems many of which 
are costly to remedy. EPA is also concerned about the proposed reservoir's impacts on 
TMDLs, 401 water quality certification and NPDES permits. What effect will the project 
and operations have on NPDES permits or TMDLs in the area - particularly related to 
assimilative capacity and critical conditions? Will the tailwater discharges into the 
remaining segment of Flat Creek, the Chattahoochee River or nearby Lake Lanier cause 
or contribute to violations of water quality standards? Will it affect assimilative capacity, 
water chemistry, nutrient cycling, retention time, dissolved oxygen, temperature or other 
chemical, physical or biological parameters? What effects will this impoundment have 
under critical conditions ( considering the potential decrease in rainfall from climate 
change and the anticipated increase in land use intensity). 

EPA has concerns and questions regarding the 7Q10 instream flow requirements. 
For example, the proposal states that project operations will augment flow to meet 
Georgia's minimum flow standard. However, there are no references, from either 
Georgia's rules, regulations or an authorizing statue which explicitly defines the State's 
instream flow requirement. What instream flow endpoint will be used for project 
operations? Some documents appear to reference an annual 7Ql0 used for modeling. 
Why is that being used rather than, at a minimum, the monthly 7Ql0? In addition, there 
is consensus that 7Q IO is a critical flow condition for calculation of some permit limits, 
not an endpoint for instream flow requirements. There is strong scientific evidence that 
defensible downstream flow targets should incorporate percentage of flow approaches or 

4 



variable targets, rather than a single, minimum flow. EPA recommends these questions 
and concerns be clarified and properly evaluated in the EIS. 

EPA commends the Savannah District for recognizing the significant direct, 
indirect and cumulative impacts of this project and deciding to prepare the EIS. We 
appreciate the opportunity to participate as a Cooperating Agency and provide scoping 
comments on the proposed EIS. In addition to the comments listed above, please see 
attached table listing all ofEPA's comments and questions. We hope the District's 
decision and subsequent approach will serve as a guide for other projects of this type in 
the Southeast. Should you have questions, feel free to coordinate with Region 4 staff 
members Jamie Higgins 404-562-9681, Higgins.jamie(a;epa.gov, or Daniel Holliman at 
404-562-9531, Holliman.daniel@epa.gov or Rosemary Hall at 404-562-9846, 
hall .rosemary@epa.gov. 
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Sincerely, 

Heinz J. Mueller, Chief 
NEPA Program Office 
Office of Policy and Management 



EPA Region 4  
Glades Farm Reservoir EIS Detailed Scoping Comments  

Application Assumptions
Topic Focus Comment
Population Projections:
Census Data

How has Hall County’s population projections been independently verified? They were reproduced, with a footnote referencing 
Hall County as the source of the data, in the MNGWPD report. The charge of that document, however, was to analyze water 
resources, not necessarily review demographic assumptions or otherwise verify Hall County’s data. EPA recommends
developing population projection numbers based on the 2010 census, or additional, more recent data.

Population Projections: 
Assumptions

GA OPB’s May 2010 population projections do not incorporate the 2010 census data, and are an extrapolation “…similar to the 
pace of growth posted during the most recent decade (2000-2009)” – but that period is not representative of more recent 
conditions in Georgia, including the economic downturn, one of the highest foreclosure rates in the country and an 
unemployment rate above the national average. Moreover, consider the assumption in GA OPB’s projections that “Net migration 
[rather than natural increase] will continue to be the driving force for Georgia’s population growth in the next two decades.” The 
projections state that, “During the early part of this 20 year period, the percentage of growth resulting from net migration is 
projected to be just below 60% and then increase to approximately 63% by the end of this time frame.” However, in light of 
economic conditions and reductions in the migrate workforce, such exponential growth rates cannot be assumed.

Water Demand 
Calculations

Do the calculations for water demand assume a constant rate of reductions in per capita demand (e.g. 20%) throughout the 
planning horizon? Or, will reductions vary by decade (or another averaging period)? For example, the exponential growth 
anticipated around 2050 would, presumably, be reflected in new housing stock, with very efficient plumbing fixtures – generally 
the driving factor for household use. The MNGWPD numbers don’t preclude the use of a cost benefit analysis for additional 
conservation measures (particularly when compared to reservoir cost). In fact, the recommendations explicitly state, “The action 
items in this Plan are intended to be refined at the local level by the affected local water providers…” For example, some amount 
of water could potentially be reused without negatively affecting the allocation limits for Lanier. EPA request that this issue be 
clarified in the EIS.  

Inconsistency with 
MNGWPD 
Calculations

There appears to be inconsistencies with one of the documents used as the basis for water demand calculations. The MNGWPD 
2009 Report Page 3-14, Table 3-6 projects that Hall County, at 2050, will have a population of 442,800 and a demand of 57 
AAD-MGD. Also, on page 6-13 it states that Cedar Creek Reservoir (aka North Oconee River Reservoir) is expected to have a 
monthly withdrawal of 9 MGD, versus 7.5 MGD from the project safe yields analysis. EPA request that these inconsistencies be 
clarified in the EIS.  

Appellate Decision 
regarding Magnuson 
Ruling

The June 2011 Hall County Year 2060 Water Needs Certification no longer reflects the current conditions of water allocation. 
Most notably, the needs certification is based on the Magnuson ruling, which has been overturned. The 2060 unmet supply, per 
the calculations provided in the document (including the available Lanier withdrawal) is 46.5 mgd rather than 72.5 mgd. Note 
that this may change the results of the alternative analysis – including consideration of the Mud Creek Reservoir. EPA 
recommends that the EIS include a detailed description and analysis of ongoing litigation associated with the Magnuson Ruling 
and how it impacts this project and unmet supply needs for Hall County.  

Water Sales Were water sales from Hall County to other jurisdictions accounted for in the 2011 needs certification? (e.g. regular sales to 
cities of Flowery Branch and Lula; and Jackson County, as described in the GEFA Water System Interconnection, Redundancy 



and Reliability Act Emergency Supply Plan Sept 2011)
Oconee Withdrawal What is the maximum withdrawal the county anticipates being allocated from the Oconee River and/or Basin?
Cedar Creek Reservoir
Topic Focus Comment
Pumping Systems and 
Water Quality 
Impairment

The Glades Reservoir will be used to augment the flow of the Chattahoochee to offset water that will be withdrawn to go to the
Cedar Creek Reservoir. The withdraw pump for Cedar Creek will be upstream from the pumps for the Glades Reservoir. Water 
will go both ways - to and from - the Chattahoochee River as needed to either fill Glades Reservoir or to augment flow in the 
river. There is no information on the distance between the two pumping areas and the impacts to water quality in the segment of 
the river between them. EPA is concerned about flow conditions and water quality between the two pumping areas.  EPA 
recommends that anticipated future flows and water quality conditions in this segment of the Chattahoochee be modeled and 
described in the EIS.  

Glades Reservoir
Topic Focus Comment
Purpose of reservoir This project’s purpose and configuration has changed significantly over the course of years, with the 2003 CWA Section 404 

permit application describing the project purpose as to “provide a source of raw potable water supply and to create a water 
amenity feature that will serve as the centerpiece of the phased development of the Glades Farm.”  That application further 
stated, “This public and private Project [sic] represents a unique dual purpose venture that is controlled by the terms and 
agreements between the applicants.  These purposes are linked and cannot be analyzed separately.”  As noted in EPA’s October 
1, 2009 letter regarding an application from that year, although the project purpose has been rewritten, it may still include the 
dual purposes of water supply and amenity feature for development.   Current information states that although the reservoir itself 
is to augment flow downstream of the point of withdrawal to the Cedar Creek reservoir (and thus Glades Reservoir may not be 
afforded the same protections as a direct drinking water supply lake), the overall project purpose is water supply. It should be
considered in evaluating the project whether “but for” a withdrawal from the Chattahoochee for drinking water supply, flow 
augmentation would be necessary.  EPA recommends that this project be treated as a drinking water supply project, consistent 
with previously proposed projects with similar configurations, such as Cobb/Canton Hickory Log reservoir. The use of land 
surrounding the proposed impoundment must also be included in evaluating project purpose, need, alternatives, and impacts, 
particularly if part of the reservoir’s purpose is to serve as a centerpiece for development.  Between the project purpose of 
drinking water supply and the return of water to immediately upstream of Lake Lanier, a key source of water for millions of 
people in multiple municipalities, any proposed reservoir in this area should be afforded stringent protection.  Uncontrolled
development around the periphery of such an impoundment could present numerous problems.

The basis for any project review is an appropriately defined project purpose.  Specifically for Clean Water Act Section 404 
evaluation of a project, it in turn serves as the basis for—among other considerations—project scale, justification of impacts to 
public resources, alternatives analysis, selection of the LEDPA (Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative), and
assessing adherence to the mitigation sequence of avoidance, minimization, and compensation.  The June 2011 application 
describes demand calculations based on a number of factors that may not be appropriate.  For example, demands calculations 
relied on an allocation from Lake Lanier of 18 mgd, but in fact 44 mgd may be available from Lake Lanier, considerably 
reducing the unmet demands projections.  The demands projections also appear to have used normal usage rates with severe 
drought conditions, whereas restrictions on use in recent droughts have demonstrated that municipalities can significantly reduce 



demand when necessary.  Finally, it is confusing that, despite pursuing various efficiency and conservation measures as indicated 
in the 2011 application, per capita usage estimates increased from 98 mgd to 128 mgd; further consideration of efficiency 
opportunities and implementation is needed.  Individually or in combination, these and other considerations may reduce the 
projected gap between demand and available supply such that other practicable alternatives may meet the project purpose with 
significantly less environmental damage, possibly at a fraction of the expense to the ratepayers of Hall County.  They may in fact 
address the demand gap completely such that no impacts to aquatic resources would be incurred. 

Secondary Impacts 
from Land Use Changes

The future impacts from land use changes around the reservoir need to be considered in the alternative analyses. This includes 
loss of forest, loss of riparian buffers, construction, future housing, increased impervious surfaces from roads, driveways, 
parking lots, and other land use changes. EPA is concerned about the potential impact of these future land use changes on water 
quality and recommends that these issues be fully assessed in the EIS.

Evaporative Water Loss EPA recommends that the EIS include an analysis that quantifies the amount of water loss from the system through evaporation 
due to the proposed impoundment and provide a comparison to current conditions.  

Aquatic Community 
Dynamics

How will the dam block movement of aquatic species, on daily or seasonal timeframes? How will it prevent migration or 
recolonization, particularly in response to droughts or other disturbances? How will the reduction of floodplain forest reduce 
those areas contributions to the trophic base, water quality and habitat in the basin? Finally, what is the cumulative impact on 
aquatic biota from reservoirs in the area (including more numerous, smaller impoundments?)

Long term maintenance 
of Water Quality in the 
Reservoir

Numerous reservoirs have experiences water quality problems many of which are costly to remedy.  Reservoir creation requires 
long term financial commitment to maintain water quality.  This should be outlined and accounted for including the plans and 
costs for dredging and meeting all state water quality standards, including those that may be affected by future development 
around the impoundment.

Impact to Aquatic Life 
in the footprint of the 
reservoir

EPA recommends that an analysis be provided on the potential change to the aquatic life that will take place in the footprint of 
the reservoir.  The UGA study (provided in the application) provided information on a species review from 2003, which included 
many species found in lotic (flowing) waters such as Flat Creek.  Please include an analysis of the change in species that will 
take place as the reservoir is filled, specifically identifying those species that may be extirpated or not be able to survive in non-
flowing conditions.  The Upper Chattahoochee contains species that don’t occur in the rest of the ACF basin.  Two of those 
species, the river chub and the shoal bass were identified in the study provided. How will those species be affected when the
system  changes from lotic to lentic (non-flowing)?  How will this affect the designated and existing use of this waterbody?

Flow Augmentation
Topic Focus Comment
Protecting Minimum 
Flow

The proposal states that project operations will augment flow to meet Georgia’s minimum flow standard. Please provide a 
reference, from either Georgia’s rules, regulations or an authorizing statue which explicitly defines the State’s instream flow 
requirement. Additionally, please describe what instream flow endpoint will be used for project operations. Some documents 
appear to reference an annual 7Q10 used for modeling.  Why is annual 7Q10 being used rather than, at a minimum, the monthly 
7Q10.  In addition, there is consensus that 7Q10 is a critical flow condition for calculation of some permit limits, not an endpoint 
for instream flow requirements. There is strong scientific evidence that defensible downstream flow targets should incorporate
percentage of flow approaches or variable targets, rather than a single, minimum flow.

Interbasin Transfers
Topic Focus Comment
Assumptions regarding Hall County’s application states that 70% of the water withdrawn from the Chattahoochee watershed for the Cedar Creek 



Future Waste Water 
Treatment Plant 
(WWTP)

reservoir will be put back into the Chattahoochee watershed via increased discharges from a future WWTP. No information is 
provided on when such a facility will be built, where it will be built, discharge rates, etc. The assumption that 70% of the water 
will be returned to the system needs more substantiation. Additional analysis should be conducted to evaluate the watershed 
impacts without the 70% return from a future WWTP. In addition, more information needs to be provided on the location and 
operations of a future WWTP. How will Hall County ensure that the WWTP discharge volumes will meet their estimates? Has a 
location been selected that ensures water will be returned to the Chattahoochee?  How will future water conservation efforts and 
reuse impact the water return rates?

Impacts to Oconee 
River Basin

This project proposes the transport of water across the subcontinental divide and a HUC6 basin line dividing waters tributary to 
the Atlantic Ocean from the Gulf of Mexico. This has potential effects beyond the scope of the built project and Hall County. 
Therefore, the effects of project operations on the Oconee River Basin need to be considered.

Water Quality 
Topic Focus Comment
Water Quality Impacts 
to Reservoir, 
Chattahoochee and 
Lake Lanier

The water quality impacts of hydro-modification should be studied to consider physical (including thermal) as well as chemical 
impacts on aquatic life. The full range of flow-regimes resulting from withdrawals from the Chattahoochee mainstem should be 
included in the analysis. In addition, the impact of flow-modification in the Flat Creek embayment of Lake Lanier (due to 
construction Glades Reservoir) should be examined to demonstrate if significant changes to embayment retention time result in 
deleterious water quality conditions. Finally, landscape models should be employed at the watershed scale to estimate potential 
secondary impacts of the Glades Reservoir project on downstream water quality. We recommend the Army COE coordinate with 
the Georgia Environmental Protection Division to conduct these analyses and that the Army COE utilize the same 
watershed/water quality model used to develop the Lake Lanier TMDL.

Total Maximum Daily 
Loads (TMDLs) and 
NPDES Permits

EPA recommends that the EIS include an analysis on how the reservoir and operations of the reservoir will impact NPDES 
permits and/or TMDLs in the area – particularly related to assimilative capacity and critical conditions? 

Siltation Flat Creek watershed has legacy erosion and siltation issues. What is the rate at which siltation will decrease conservation 
storage? How does this compare to rates in similarly located or sized reservoirs?

Trout Streams Will project construction or operations affect designated trout water streams or raw drinking water sources?
401 Certification Will the tailwater discharges into the remaining segment of Flat Creek, the Chattahoochee River or nearby Lake Lanier cause or

contribute to violations of water quality standards? Will it affect assimilative capacity, water chemistry, nutrient cycling, 
retention time, dissolved oxygen, temperature or other chemical, physical or biological parameters? What effects will this 
impoundment have under critical conditions (considering the potential decrease in rainfall from climate change and the 
anticipated increase in land use intensity).

Chattahoochee Watershed
Topic Focus Comment
Cumulative Impacts 
from Additional 
Reservoirs

When evaluating the impacts the Glades Reservoir will have throughout the entire Chattahoochee system from North Georgia 
through Alabama and Florida, are the cumulative affects from other proposed reservoirs within the watershed being considered?
Any evaluation of impacts to the basin should consider the cumulative effects of currently proposed and reasonably foreseeable 
impoundments in the ACF, not just consider this project in isolation. EPA recommends that these cumulative impacts be studies 
and discussed in the EIS.  

Location Describe in a way that is specific and repeatable, how potential reservoir sites were identified (e.g. GIS analysis of the county’s 



topography?). Note that regional surveys, such as Georgia Environmental Finance Authority’s 2008 Inventory and Survey of 
Reservoir Sites did not consider alternatives such as raising levels of Lake Lanier. Additionally, what analysis was completed to 
demonstrate that Cedar Creek could not be expanded?

System Operated as 
Unit

The Army COE operates the ACF basin as a system. Therefore, how will this alteration of the upper portion of this system affect 
downstream project units and operations?

Buford Water Control 
Manual

How will consistency be maintained between the project design and operations and the forthcoming COE Buford Water Control 
Manual?

Endangered Species What direct and indirect effects will this project have on endangered species – particularly endemic and fluvial dependent 
species in the greater watershed?

404 Issues
Topic Focus Comment
Compensatory 
Mitigation

There is a large range of issues that need to be examined to define project purpose; determine appropriate scale relative to 
demand; demonstrate adherence to avoidance and minimization requirement; and demonstrate LEDPA selection.   Thus, it is 
premature to consider detailed compensatory mitigation.  However, given the magnitude of direct impacts of the proposed 
project to aquatic resources and the high quality of much of the stream resources, compensatory mitigation requirements should 
be taken into consideration early as part of the alternatives analysis.  Project evaluation demands to consider feasibility of
providing sufficient compensatory mitigation for loss of considerable aquatic resources; miles of streams would be impacted in 
the Flat Creek watershed, for example, much of it high quality.  Planning should include evaluation of options consistent with
the 2008 Mitigation Rule that will effectively replace the loss of the ecological functions (e.g., if virtually the entire Flat Creek 
watershed).  Also of particular note should be the applicant’s ability to implement whatever mitigation plan is submitted.   It has 
been our experience that is rare for a reservoir mitigation plan that was permitted to be implemented as proposed.  In some cases, 
projects have been constructed while the mitigation plan is still undergoing modification, which is not acceptable.  Some 
applicants have expended all funds to implement the mitigation plan (or to even build the facilities needed to utilize the 
reservoir). Thus, the applicant will need to provide substantial financial assurances to guarantee that it can implement whatever 
mitigation plan is proposed. 

Regional Perspective There are many water issues going on in this reach of the river that have bearing on the proposed permit.  We consider it 
necessary to evaluate this project in the context of the overall current and future water supply needs of the region, as it is likely 
there will be additional proposed projects of this type in the future.  EPA, therefore, recommends that the EIS provide a regional 
perspective on water supply needs and alternatives for meeting regional needs.  For example, it is possible that other water 
authorities also have unmet future demands and joint ventures with these utilities, which could include ownership interests, may 
meet the demands of multiple water suppliers.

Impacts of Pipelines 
and construction

What waterbodies will the pipelines cross? How will impacts to streams be avoided, minimized or mitigated during construction 
and maintenance?

Alternatives
Topic Focus Comment
Alternatives Analysis All practicable alternatives to meet any remaining demand gap should be evaluated, not just alternative impoundment sites.  

Such alternatives include, but are not limited to, implementing efficiency measures, additional withdrawal from Lake Lanier, 
direct intake from another location, expanding the Cedar Creek reservoir, raising Lake Lanier, grey water recycling, and any 



combination of the above.  Alternatives should not be considered only in isolation (see comments below).

As in previous CWA Section 404 permit-related communications, we recommended the following items be assessed in detail for 
any alternative involving impoundment:

- Functional assessment of all wetland, stream and upland habitats to be filled, flooded or cleared at maximum (not 
just average) pool level including future expansions;

- Stream impacts described by stream level of function and in length;
- Description of pre-impoundment flows and water quality;
- Presence of any 303(d) listed or outstanding resource waters;
- Proposed adjacent land uses and watershed scale land uses with potential changes:
- Impacts of upstream and downstream discharges and withdrawals and interbasin transfers;
- Biological and water quality impacts to Lake Lanier;
- The potential for reservoir eutrophication, including modeling of nutrients;
- The potential for reservoir aquatic weed problems;
- The potential for reservoir volume loss due to sedimentation;
- Human impacts, local opposition, relocations and condemnation, environmental justice;
- Cumulative impact issues including historical wetland/stream loss in watershed;
- Impacts of related facilities including treatment plants, distribution lines and storage facilities;
- Wastewater treatment plans to handle the growth in the water supply system; and
- Loss of flood plains and flood storage capacity.
- Describe how levels of downstream dissolved oxygen, temperature, flow quantity and periodicity, and water 

quality will be maintained to ensure maintenance of existing uses;
- Develop a dam operation and release plan based on monitoring to simulate natural conditions;
- Develop a plan for erosion and sediment control during construction;
- Develop a reservoir maintenance plan including any maintenance dredging and disposal;
- Develop a plan for shoreline buffers/set backs/restrictions on development (with enforcement);
- Propose fish passage structures if appropriate;
- Provide for relocation of species of concern if practicable;
- Describe restrictions/guidelines on recreational uses;
- Describe reservoir destratification measures prior to release if needed; and
- Develop and provide for implementation of a watershed management/source water protection plan including 

measures/ability/willingness to protect reservoir watershed.
Expansion of Other 
Existing Reservoirs

EPA recommends that the alternative analysis include consideration of the expansion of Cedar Creek Reservoir as an alternative 
to Glades Reservoir since part of the purpose includes providing water to Cedar Creek Reservoir.  The alternative analysis 
should include using the pipeline, if needed, from the Chattahoochee River directly to current or expanded storage in Cedar 
Creek without construction of Glades for temporary storage.

Water Loss in 
Distribution System and

Has non-revenue losses of water throughout the distribution system (e.g. leaking pipes) been identified as a way to increase 
water efficiency and reduce future water needs? EPA recommends that through the EIS process an independent evaluation 



Water Efficiency assess how effective efficiency measures such as those described in the EPA Region 4 Water Efficiency Guidelines, May 2010 
(WEGs) have been implemented.  Furthermore, we recommend that efficiency opportunities be fully pursued for minimization 
of potential impacts and potentially lead to an alternative that could find "hidden" supply that would completely meet projected 
demand. We consider water efficiency measures to be central to water supply planning because reservoirs are very costly in 
both money and environmental impacts (and mitigation for environmental impacts), and lose very large amounts of water 
through evaporation.  

Groundwater What analysis has been completed regarding expansion of well water to supplement needs? (e.g. similar to City of Lawrenceville 
Groundwater Treatment Plant). Alternatively, could the same geological characteristics that limit groundwater as a resource, 
make it well suited for storage?

Combine Options The June 2011 alternatives analysis only considers options in isolation. Alternative analysis should include a combination of 
options to produce the required future water needs. 

Mud Creek and 
Magnuson Ruling 

In light of the fact that projected water demand has been decreased by the recent appellate decision regarding the overturning of 
the Magnusson Ruling, EPA recommends that the Mud Creek Reservoir (independent of Hagen Creek) be revaluated as an 
alternative.

Additional Issues
Topic Focus Comment
Glades Farm Road: 
Water Quality Impacts

The plan calls for the rerouting of Glades Farm Road, however, no information is included in the application regarding the new
location. How will this impact other streams in the watershed and over all water quality in Chattahoochee River watershed?

Glades Farm Road: 
Traffic Study

We recommend a traffic impact study to determine the potential impacts to local population both at current populations and 
future populations on the rerouting of Glades Farm Road and the need for additional roads.

Selection of the 
Preferred Alternative

EPA recommends that the COE develop and use a clear process for identifying the preferred alternative.   The process should be
outlined in the DEIS and be written in a manner that the public will be able to understand the selection process for the preferred 
alternative.  EPA also recommends that a summary comparison table be developed that includes all the alternatives and potential 
impacts to different resources.  



April 17, 2012 

Mr. Richard Morgan 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Regulatory Division 
100 West Oglethorpe A venue 
Savannah, Georgia 31401 

RE: Proposed Hall County Glades Reservoir (SAS-2007-00388) 

Dear Mr. Morgan: 

The Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District is the designated water planning 
agency for the fifteen county Atlanta area. The District adopted a water supply plan in May 2009 
which is approved by the Georgia Environmental Protection Division. 

The plan includes a projection of an annual average water supply need of 52 mgd for Hall 
County in the Year 2035 and 57 mgd in 2050. The plan is based on the assumption that the Year 
2035 water supply from Lake Lanier to Hall County will be an annual average of 44 mgd. This is 
significantly less than the Year 2050 Hall County annual average demand of 57 mgd. 

The District supports the maximum drinking water allocation from Lake Lanier. In addition, the 
District's water supply plan includes the construction and operation of the proposed Glades 
Reservoir to provide drinking water that cannot be provided by Lake Lanier. The reservoir is 
proposed to be operated independent of Lake Lanier. 

The District suggests that the Corps of Engineers establish the drinking water allocation from 
Lake Lanier to Hall County and then evaluate the proposed Glades Reservoir as an option to 
meet the additional drinking water needed for the Year 2060. Since the District' s water supply 
plan does not contain population projections and water supply use forecasts for the Year 2060, 
we suggest you extrapolate the Year 2050 population projections prepared by the Governor's 
Office of Planning and Budget to the Year 2060 and that you use the Hall County Year 2035 per 
capita water use rates contained in the District plan to determine the Year 2060 water supply 
need for Hall County. The District's water supply plan recognizes and includes the Glades 
Reservoir as a viable option to provide for the unmet future needs of Hall County. 

Respectfully, 

~yd Austin 
District Chair 

40 Courtland Street, NE • Atlanta, Georgia 30303-2538 
Telephone: 404-463-3256 • Facsimile 404-463-3254 

www.northgeorgiawater.org 



Mr. Richard Morgan 

Georgia Department of Natural Resources 
Environmental Protection Division, Watershed Protection Branch 

4220 International Parkway, Suite 101, Atlanta, Georgia 30354 
Linda MacGregor, P.E., Branch Chief 

404/675-6232 
Fax: 404/675-6247 

April 17, 2012 

U.S Army Corps of Engineers, Savannah District 
100 West Oglethorpe Avenue 
Savannah, GA 31401-3640 

Re: Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Scoping Process - Comments 

Dear Mr. Morgan: 

This is in response to your request for input on the scope of the environmental analysis of the 
proposed Glades reservoir water supply project. The Georgia Environmental Protection Division 
(EPD) has agreed to serve as a "cooperating agency" in this process. 

EPD understands that the goal of the EIS process is to fully evaluate the project proposal, and 
to determine the effects of the proposal on the human and natural environment. EPD 
understands that the EIS process will address the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the 
proposed project and a reasonable range of alternatives and also will assess the potential 
social, economic, and environmental impacts of the construction and operation of the reservoir, 
raw water conveyances, and associated facilities. 

I commend the Corps of Engineers (COE) for the level of effort in the recent Public Scoping 
Open House Meetings in Georgia, Alabama & Florida. It appears that many helpful comments 
were received. 

EPD plans to continue evaluation of the project under our permitting and regulatory authorities 
in parallel with the EIS process. EPD will continue to help the COE identify and prioritize the 
issues or pieces of information that should be considered throughout this process. 

Representatives from EPD's modeling group are available to meet with and share information 
with the COE modelers on hydrologic modeling efforts in the EIS process. Additionally, 
consideration during the EIS process, should be given to evaluating the following general topics: 

• The water quality, including temperature, of Glades Reservoir return flow to the 
Chattahoochee 

• Proper characterization of consumptive losses and wastewater return flows 
• Impacts on downstream resources and users on the Chattahoochee and Oconee River 

basins 
• Minimum low flows to be protected at various project locations 

We look forward to continuing joint discussions with the COE on the EIS process. 

Sincerely, 

~ 'jy\u~ ~ ~E_t._E_l ___ V_f_D_ 
Linda MacGregor, P. E. -
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l 

Branch Chief NY;; . . g -~01~ 

BYi CESAS~RD 



Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection 

RickScoll 
Governor 

Jennifer Carroll 
Lt. Governor 

-- .._ ... ---- ..... --. ~--- ------- ---- . 

Marjory Stoneman Douglas Building 
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000 Herschel T. Vinyard Jr. 

...... ~ -~-~~- #~ ·- -- ·----- -~- ·~-· 

April 17, 2012 

Mr. Richard Morgan 
Regulatory Division, Savannah District 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
100 West Oglethorpe Avenue 
Savannah, Georgia 31401-3640 

RE: USACE File Number 5~2007-00388 - Application for CWA 404 Permit; 
Comments on Scoping for EIS for Proposed Glades Reservoir Projects 

Dear Mr. Morgan: 

Secretary 

The State of Florida Department of Environmental Protection ("FDEP") submits these 
comments to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers ("Corps") Savannah District pursuant to the 
Corps' Notice of Intent to pr~pare an Environmental Impact Statement ("EIS") and initiate 
public scoping on an application for a Oean Water Act ("CWA") Section 404 permit for a 
proposed water supply reservoir and pump-station project (the "Glades Reservoir Projects" or 
"Projects") by Hall County, Georgia.1 The following comments address issues appropriate for 
the scoping stage of the EIS process, including a range of alternatives and impacts to be 
considered, and considerations regarding the purpose and need for the project as stated by the 
Applicant. In particular, FDEP encourages the Corps Savannah District to carefully evaluate the 
impact of the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects on the Corps' operation of the Apalachicola
Chattahoochee-Flint (" ACF") federal reservoirs, as well as on the citizens, ecology and economy 
of Florida, especially on the unique and extraordinary Apalachicola River and Bay. 

While FDEP provides these comments based on the information currently available, it 
reiterates its prior r equest for the models and supporting data utilized by Hall County in 
preparing its Section 404 application materials. Without access to this information, FDEP 
cannot fully assess the proposed action, appropriate alternatives and impacts to be considered. 

I. THRESHOLD ISSUES RELEVANT TO EIS AND PERMIT APPLICATION REVIEW 

'Threshold questions regarding the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects make evaluation 
of the current proposal premature. To assess a concrete proposal, these must be resolved first. 

1 See 77 Fed. Reg. 9,634 (2012). On September 4, 2009, FDEP submitted comments on Hall County's 
previous application (subsequently withdrawn) for a Section 404 permit. FDEP incorporates those 
comments by reference, and reserves the right to submit further comments throughout the EIS process. 

HIWW.dep.state./1.us 
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A. Pending Corps Mobile District Analyses 

1. Corps' Water Allocation Analysis 

First, neither the Applicant nor the public can gauge the need for the proposed Glades 
Reservoir Projects until the Corps Mobile District's court-ordered water allocation analysis for 
Lake Lanier is completed. On June 28, 2011 the Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals reversed an 
earlier decision by the District Court in the Tri-State Water Wars Litigation and directed the 
Corps to prepare a water allocation analysis for Lake Lanier within one year. See In re Tri-State 
Water Rights Litigation, 644 F.3d 1160 (11th Cir. 2011). Corps Mobile District will initially 
undertake this analysis. The Corps' operation of Lake Lanier and the potential for allocation of 
Lake Lanier storage for water supply are directly relevant to the need for the proposed Projects. 

Therefore, the Corps' evaluation should not be undertaken until this is accomplished, 
and the Water Control Manual ("WCM") for the ACF reservoirs is updated, so that the resulting 
information can be evaluated in assessing the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects. Depending 
on the outcome of the Corps' water allocation analysis, Hall County's unmet need for water 
supply could be significantly lower than the projected 72.5 MGD. In addition, operation of 
Lake Lanier is a connected action which must be concurrently evaluated. Any decision made 
on the proposed action could constitute an impermiss-ible commitment of resources, precluding 
consideration of alternatives to the management of Lake Lanier. See 40 C.F.R § 1502.2(£). 

2. Preparation of New WCM and EIS for ACF Reservoirs 

The Corps Mobile District is revising the water control plans and master WCM for the 
ACF reservoirs. A draft EIS is also being prepared.2 The WCM will set forth operational criteria 
for Lake Lanier and the other federal reservoirs in the ACF system, and directly impact the State 
of Florida downstream. The new WCM must be developed in close coordination with 
interested stakeholders, the affected public, and the three States (Alabama, Georgia and Florida) 
consistent with public participation requirements of the Water Resources Development Act 
("WRDA"), and the Corps' implementing regulations, which require the Corps to provide 
effective public involvement,3 coordinate with affected States, regional and local agencies,• and 
provide information to the public.s The current EIS scoping process-which is limited to the 
scope of the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects- does not satisfy these requ.irements; therefore, 

2 See Corps' Website, Master Water Control Manual Update EIS for the ACF Basin, at 
http://www.sam.usace.army.mil/ pa/ acf-wrm/ index.htm. Scoping on the WCM was originally 
conducted in February 2008, supplemented in September 2008 and re-opened in November 2009. See 73 
Fed. Reg. 9,780 (2008); 73 Fed. Reg. 54,391 (2008); 74 Fed. Reg. 59,965 (2009). Comments submitted by 
FDEP in connection with scoping on the WCM EIS are hereby incorporated by reference. 

3 See 33 U.5.C. § 2319; see also 33 C.F.R. § 222.S(g)(2)(i)(A). 

~ See 33 C.F.R. § 222.5(f)(9). 

5 See 33 U.S.C. § 2319; see also 33 C.F.R. § 222.5(g)(2)(i)(q (requiring the Corps to provide certain 
information to the public regarding proposed water control management decisions, including description 
of impacts and comparisons of alternative plans, at least 30 days in advance of a public meeting). 
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Florida expects the Corps to provide early and sufficient opporhmity for public participation in 
the development, revision, and content of the WCM for the ACF Basin, in light of any 
modifications needed as a result of its resolution of the Glades Reservoir Projects application. 

3. Revised Interim Operations Plan Modification and Associated Consultation 

Pending adoption of the new WCM, the Corps currently operates the ACF reservoirs 
pursuant to the 2008 RIOP, and the terms of its resultant Biological Opinion ("BiOp") by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ("FWS"). Following significant mortality events for listed 
mussels in September 2010, however, FWS and the Corps Mobile District reinitiated 
consultation on the Revised Interim Operations Plan ("RIOP"). As a result, an amended RIOP 
and amended BiOp are being prepared and are estimated to be completed by the end of May 
2012. The Corps' implementation of a new RIOP, and any limitations imposed pursuant to FWS 
ESA consultation and resulting BiOp, is a connected and related action to the proposed Glades 
Reservoir Projects that must be adequately analyzed in the current EIS. Since the proposed 
action and its associated analyses are based on the 2008 RIOP, the impacts and alternatives of 
the proposed Projects must be re-evaluated once the new RIOP and BiOp become available. 

B. Ownership of Cedar Creek Reservoir 

Next, the EIS process and permit application for the Glades Reservoir Projects appear to 
depend on prior resolution of a dispute between Hall County and the City of Gainesville 
regarding control of the Cedar Creek Reservoir. In a letter to the Corps dated March 1, 2012, the 
City of Gainesville stated that "Hall County's proposal for the Glades project will need to be 
revised to exclude the Cedar Creek Reservoir unless other arrangements can be made between 
the City and the County ... Gainesville has already invested substantial sums to integrate Cedar 
Creek into its own system pursuant to [the 2006 Agreement with Hall COW1ty] and Gainesville 
has not agreed to the County's alternative." The letter further reflects that "Gainesville will be 
the majority owner of Cedar Creek Reservoir by 2019." Whether the Applicant, Hall Cow,ty, 
has control over the Cedar Creek Reservoir is a fact material to review and evaluation of the 
proposed action and associated application materials. Indeed, until this ownership issue is 
resolved, any evaluation of currently proposed operations appears to be theoretical. If nothing 
else, the Corps should re-open the scoping process once details regarding operation of the 
Cedar Creek Reservoir become finalized, and all related information is made public. 

C Availability of Other Infonnation Needed for Evaluation 

1. Model Information 

Modeling is a crucial component of both the NEPA review process and the development 
of reasonable and practicable alternatives. FDEP understands that Hall Cotmty utilized a 
version of the HEC-ResSim model obtained from the State of Georgia to analyze its proposed 
Glades Reservoir Projects. The Corps has indicated that it and FWS will use the newer version 
of the model to analyze the new RIOP, and presumably the new WCM. FDEP does not have the 
updated version of the HEC-ResSim model that the Corps will use, or the exact version utilized 
by Hall County; therefore, FDEP reiterates its request for these models. Without access to that 
modeling data, FDEP cannot fully assess the proposed Projects. 
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2. Information Related to Georgia Environmental Protection Division Approvals 

Hall County's application for the Glades Reservoir Projects is based on an assumption 
that the minimum flow for both Flat Creek and the Chattahoochee River will be the annual 
7Q10. Use of the annual 7Q10 is inconsistent with the State of Georgia's instream flow 
protection requirements,6 and therefore will require a site-specific instream flow study to justify 
a variance from these requirements. The site-specific instream flow study justifying use of an 
annual 7Q10, all relevant data, modeling and technical information, and any other documents 
related to approval by the Georgia Environmental Protection Division ("EPD") of the annual 
7Q10 flow option should be made public as part of the EIS scoping process. In addition, the 
Corps should evaluate the impacts and downstream effects of utilizing more protective 
minimum instream flows, including a monthly 7Q10 flow option and a 30/ 60/ 40% mean 
annual flow as contemplated in Georgia's instream flow guidelines.7 Finally, materials related 
to Georgia EPD's approval of Hall County's surface water withdrawal permits-which will be 
necessary for operation of the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects, including the Cedar Creek 
Reservoir-should also be made available as part of the EIS scoping process. 

D. Elements of Proposed Action Not Adequately Defined 

Elements of the proposed Projects which are not fully explained include the following: 

• Although the application materials indicate that returns of up to 70% are assumed in the 
impacts and safe yield analyses, Hall CoWlty does not demonstrate how this rate of 
return will be achieved, maintained, or verified. The application materials also do not 
appear to evaluate what might be done in the event this assumption is not met.8 

• Hall County has not provided an operational or management plan for . the Glades 
Reservoir portion of the proposed action. Thus, it is unclear how that reservoir would 
be operated, including during drought periods, and how the water quality and quantity 
of releases into Flat Creek will be monitored or assured. 

6 Pursuant to EPD Rule 391-3-6-.07 and the 2001 Interim lnstream Flow Protection Strategy, Georgia 
requires water supply reservoirs to release approved minimum flows derived from one of three 
"instream flow protection" options: (1) a monthly 7Q10 (minimwn seven-day, ten-year flow); (2) a site
specific instrea.m flow; or (3) a30/60/40% mean annual flow (the lesser of 30% of the mean annual flow 
or inflow during the months of July through November, 60% of the mean annual fl.ow or inflow during 
the months of January through April, and 40% of the mean annual flow or inflow during the months of 
May, June, and December). Although "highly regulated streams" such as the Chattahoochee are 
exempted from these guidelines and require case-by-case determination of minimum flows, the stretch on 
the Chattahoochee where Hall County proposes constructing the pumping station is upstream of the first 
regulated reservoir and not "highly regulated." Therefore, the monthly 7Q10 should be required. 

7 See infra note 6. 

8 It appears that Hall County has indicated to Georgia EPO that current return flow rates axe closer to 
57%, which include the City of Gainesville's significant returns to Lake Lanier. 
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• It is not apparent how the water quality of releases from the Glades Reservoir into the 
Chattahoochee River will be monitored and maintained, or whether there will be any 
consideration of and mitigation for harm to species that could potentially occur during 
the transfer of water via pipeline from and to the Chattahoochee as proposed. 

II. EVALUATION OF PURPOSE A.~ NEED FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECTS 

All elements of the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects should be re-evaluated, given 
the Eleventh Circuit's June 28, 2011 decision in In re Tri-State Water Rights Litigation. In addition, 
the Corps should undertake its own independent evaluation of each of the elements leading to 
Hall County's water demands analysis, including population growth rates and per capita water 
usage demands. Moreover, the purpose and need as stated by the Applicant is too narrow. The 
Corps has an obligation under both the National Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA") and the 
CW A Section 404 to conduct a full evaluation of reasonable and practicable alternatives that are 
n~t artificially narrowed by the applicant's statement of purpose and need. 

A. Re-evaluation of Purpose and Need in Light of Eleventh Circuit Decision 

On July 17, 2009, Judge Magnuson (United States District Court for the Middle District 
of Florida) issued a decision in Phase 1 of the In re Tri-State Water Rights Litigation, 639 F. Supp. 
2d 1308 (M.D. Fla., 2009) ("Judge Magnuson's Order"). Much of the Applicant's proposal and 
analysis is based on an assumption that Judge Magnuson's Order applies. However, on June 
28, 2011, the Eleventh Circuit issued a decision reversing Judge Magnuson's Order. Although 
Appellants are seeking U.S. Supreme Court review of the Eleventh Circuit's decision, it is no 
longer W1Ieasonable to assume reallocation of Lake Lanier' s storage for water supply beyond 
the limitations in Judge Magnuson's Order. Cf Alternatives Analysis, Water Supply Options 
for Hall County at 4 (June 2011) (" ... it is not reasonable to continue to rely on this reallocation 
[of 44 mgd from Lanier to City of Gainesville as projected in the 2009 Plan] in light of the 
Magnuson Order."). The Corps should, at a minimum, evaluate an alternative purpose and 
need which assumes an increased allocation for Gainesville, and thus, the County's water 
supply, beyond the 18 MGD specified in the County's Year 2060 Water Needs Certification. 

B. Verification of Population Estimates Used to Establish Need 

As the basis for its previous Glades Reservoir proposal, for which comments were 
received in September 2009, Hall County concluded that its unmet 2060 need for water supply 
was 6.5 MGD. In its current proposal, Hall County asserts that its unmet need for water supply 
in 2060 has dramatically increased-by over 1100%-to 72.5 MGD. This dramatic increase is 
based in part on the now-outdated assumption that water supply from Lake Lanier will, for the 
most part, not be available. More importantly, however, this increase in projected unmet need 
is based on a significant change in population projections for Hall County since 2009. 

As part of its review, the Corps should independently calculate Hall County population 
projections. In 2009, the Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District's Water Supply 
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Conservation Plan projected that the County's 2050 population would be 442,800. 9 These 
estimates were based on information from Hall County's Regional Development Center. Hall 
County's current application materials nearly double those 2009 estimates, assuming a 2050 
population of 729,192 and a 2060 population of 833,333. These new estimates, on which the 
asserted need for the proposed Projects is based, are not in line with previous estimates, and 
employ a growth rate substantially higher than the County previously experienced.10 

Because the population estimates used are key to analyses of need for and alternatives to 
the proposed action, the Corps should independently review the Applicant's methodology and 
conclusions regarding--and calculate its own estimates for-Hall County's 2060 projected 
population. In this process, the purpose and need for the project cannot calculate in (or 
bootstrap) the proposed project's development. Thus, the calculation of population projections 
cannot include any growth dependent on or induced by construction of the proposed projects. 

C. Water Usage Assumptions 

Hall County's Water Needs Certification perfunctorily states that its per capita water 
demand rate already "reflects various conservation measures" and that Hall County and 
Gainesville plan to go beyond the minimum requirements set forth in the District Plan and.the 
June 21, 2010 EPA Region N Guidelines on Water Efficiency Measures for Water Supply 
Projects in the Southeast" Hall Cowtty Year 2060 Water Needs Certification.at 2 (June 2011). 
The Needs Certification does not specify how Hall County will "go beyond" these minimum 
requirements. Rather, in its Alternatives Analysis, Hall County reveals that, "[b]y compliance 
with the District Plan, Hall County and Gainesville also demonstrate compliance with EPA' s 
water efficiency measures." Alternatives Analysis, App. A at 1. Unfortunately, Hall County's 
application materials fail to specify what specific measures the County (rather than Gainesville) 
is and is not taking, and the estimated demand reductions associated with each practice.11 

Additionally, it does not appear that Hall County currently operates a drinking water or 
other water distribution system, and instead relies on the City of Gainesville for its water 
supply. Accordingly, Hall County may take the view that many of the water conservation 
strategies of the District Plan do not apply to the County specifically, and only apply to 

9 See North Georgia Water Supply and Water Conservation Management Plan at 3-13 to 3-14 (May 2009) 
("2009 District Plan"). As an indicator of the potential inaccwacy of these projections, we point out that 
the 2009 District Plan projected that Hall County's 2015 population would be 245,300. Id. at 3-4. 
According to the 2010 U.S. Census, Hall County's current population is 179,684. It seems quite unlikely 
that the County's population would grow by more than 65,000 people, or36%, in the next few years. 

10 The new estimates on which the Applicant relies are based on population projections by the Georgia 
Office of Plannin.g and Budget ("OPB") from March 2010 and extrapolations thereof. The OPB is 
scheduled to release revised population projections in April 2012. 

11 A reference in Appendix A to the Alternatives Analysis suggests that "EPA' s Water Efficiency 
Evaluation Checklist is attached" but it does not appear to be included with the publically available 
application materia1s . In addition, Appendix A notes that "Hall County's District audit mate.rials are 
available for review upon request" These audit materials should be made publically available. 
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Gainesville. Indeed, the "compliance letter" from Georgia EPD to Hall County, dated October 
7, 2010, merely certifies that "Hall County is making a good faith effort to comply with the 
District Plans." The letter further indicates that Hall County staff provided documentation that 
15 (out of more than 60 total compliance items) "were on a schedule to be completed in the near 
future." Given that Hall County does not currently operate a water supply system, it may take 
the view that the remaining audit compliance items do not apply to the County. 

In fact, in providing a "Compliance Analysis" with the EPA Region 4 Guidelines on 
Water Efficiency Measures for Water Supply Projects in the Southeast, Appendix A to Hall 
County's Alternatives Analysis primarily refers to measures that the City of Gainesville is 
taking, or could take, to meet EP A's Guidelines. Very few details are provided on efforts made 
by the County to minimize demands by implementing EPA' s water efficiency measures, 
including conservation pricing, Stop Leak programs, metering all water users, requiring new 
buildings and landscapes to be water efficient, retrofitting all buildings with efficient 
technology, or encouraging reuse of treated wastewater. Hall County's failure to adhere to 
these important Guidelines raises serious questions regarding the scope and purpose of, and 
need for, the proposed Projects, as full compliance could significantly reduce stated forecasts for 
unmet 2060 water supply demands, and/ or reduce the scope of the proposed action, such as the 
size of the proposed reservoir, or the amount/timing of Chattahoochee withdrawals .. 

The Corps must take an independent review of the water conservation and efficiency 
measures that Hall County is taking to reduce its water demands, and thereby minimize or 
eliminate the need for additional capacity, in accordance with EPA' s Guidelines, before 
considering the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects. In addition, the Applicant, and/ or the 
Corps, should provide further materials detailing Hall County's, as opposed to just 
Gainesville's, efforts to comply with both EPA' s and Georgia EPD' s water conservation 
strategies, including (1) a completed EPA "Water Efficiency Evaluation Oi.ecklist'' detailing 
specific estimated demand reductions; and (2) a completed Georgia EPD Audit Checklist for 
Local Governments in the Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District 2009-2015. 

D. Scope of Purpose and Need Statement 

FDEP submits that the purpose and need of the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects have 
been defined so narrowly as to impermissibly limit evaluation of alternatives. The Corps has an 
obligation to independently define the purpose and need for a project In addition, alternatives 
should not be eliminated for failure to meet 100% of Hall County's stated unmet 2060 demands. 
Rather than relying on a restrictively narrow project purpose that eliminates practicable 
alternatives, the Corps should consider restricting the scope of Hall County's proposed action. 

NEPA requires the Corps to "study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to 
recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning 
alternative uses of available resources." 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(E). The evaluation of alternatives is 
"the heart of the environmental impact statement" 40 C.F.R § 1502.14. The EIS also shall 
"briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding in 
proposing the alternatives including the proposed action." 40 C.F.R. § 1502.13. 
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Pursuant to CW A Section 404, the Corps also has an independent duty to first determine 
whether any less envil'orunentally detrimental practicable alternatives exist. See 40 C.F.R. 
§ 230.lO{a); see, e.g., Sierra Qub v. Van Antwerp, 709 F. Supp. 2d 1254, 1263 (S.D. Fla. 2009) 
(recognizing the Corps' independent duty to evaluate practicable alternatives). Although the 
Corps generally focuses on an applicant's statement, the Corps must "in all cases, exercise 
independent judgment in defining the purpose and need for the project from both the 
applicant's and the public's perspective." 33 C.F.R. Part 325, App. B(9)(b)(4). 

While agencies cannot ignore an applicant's "genuine and legitimate" conclusions 
regarding importance of a proposed project, a project purpose cannot be defined so narrowly as 
to exclude truly reasonable and practicable alternatives. See Fl.orida Clean Water Network, Inc. v. 
Grosskruger, 587 F. Supp. 2d 1236, 1243-44 (M.D. Fla. 2008) (citing Sylvesterv. U.S. Army Corps of 
Eng'rs, 882 F.2d 407, 409 (9th Cir. 1989)). The Corps' own Standard Operating Procedures 
explain that "[t]he overall project purpose must be specific enough to define the applicant's 
needs, but not so restrictive as to preclude all discussion of alternatives." Corps Standard 
Operating Procedures at 7 (Oct. 15, 1999). Moreover, courts and Corps Headquarters guidance 
caution the Corps against the practice of excluding reasonable alternatives by constricting the 
project's purpose and need. See, e.g., Simmons v. U.S. Army Corps of Eng'rs, 120 F.3d 664, 666 (7th 
Cir. 1997) ("If the agency constricts the definition of the project's purpose and thereby excludes 
what truly are reasonable alternatives, the EIS cannot fulfill its role. Nor can the agency satisfy 
(NEPA]."). See also Memorandum of Patrick J. Kelly, Director of Civil Works, to Conunander, 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District, Permit Elevation, Hartz Mountain 
Development Corporation (Aug. 17, 1989) ("While the Corps should consider the applicant's 
views and information regarding the project purpose and existence of practicable alternatives, 
this must be undertaken witJUJut undue deference to the applicant's wishes.") (emphasis added). 

III. CONSIDERATION OF REASONABLE AND PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVES 

Pursuant to its independent responsibilities under NEPA and the CW A, the Corps must 
rigorously evaluate a broad range of alternatives which may avoid or implement the proposed 
action. As described below, the Corps should then analyze the impacts of these alternatives on 
flows downstream in the State of Florida, (1) during periods of high, median, and low flows; (2) 
during drought periods; (3) and on a monthly or da4y basis, rather than averaged annually. 

A. Appropriate Range of Alternatives 

Pursuant to CW A Section 404, the Corps may only approve a project that is the least 
envil'onmentally damaging practicable alternative ("LEDPA"). 33 C.F.R. 320.4(b)(4}; see also 40 
C.F.R § 230.10.12 The Corps must independently verify that the proposed Projects are the 
LEDP A. Also, NEPA requires the Corps to "study, develop, and describe appropriate 
alternatives to reconµnended courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved 

12 "No discharge of dredged. or fill material shall be permitted if there is a practicab]e alternative to the 
proposed discharge which would have less adverse nnpact on the aquatic ecosystem, ... [which] does not 
have other significant adverse environmental consequences." 40 C.F.R § 230.lO(a)(l). 
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conflicil'i concerning alternative uses of available resources."n The evaluation of alternatives is 
"the heart of the environmental impact statement."14 The Corps must "rigorously explore and 
objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives which were eliminated from 
detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated."ts Until the Corps 
completes its review and issues a record of decision, "no action ... shall be taken which would 
... [IJimit the choice of reasonable alternatives." 40 C.F.R § 1506.l(a); 33 C.F.R. § 230.22. 

B. Avoidance Alternatives 

The Corps should independently analyze water conservation and efficiency measures 
Hall County is taking to reduce its water demands, which could thereby minimize or eliminate 
the need for additional capacity. Alternatives requiring compliance with EPA' s Guidelines, and 
innovative watel' co:rnervation, re-use, and recycle alternatives should be analyzed. 

C. Operational Alternatives 

In evaluating alternatives, the Corps should evaluate a broad range of operational 
alternatives for the proposed Glades Reservoir and Chatthoochee pumping station that are 
designed. to minimize reduction in flows to Lake Lanier and the ACF system. Operational 
alternatives for the proposed Projects that should be evaluated include, at a minimum: 

• Limitation of withdrawals from the Otattahoochee River to high flow periods, and 
restriction of withdrawals from the proposed Chattahoochee pump station to only those 
periods when ACF composite conservation storage is in Zone 1.16 

• Restrictions on filling Glades Reservoir when conservation storage in Lake Lanier is 
below Zone 1. 

• Limitation on the transfer or sale of water by Hall County outside the ACF Basin. 

• The maximization of return flows to the Chattahoochee. 

• The maintenance of more protective minimum flows above the annual 7Q10 for both the 
Chattahoochee River and Flat Creek.17 

• The devotion or allocation of a portion· of the proposed Glades Reservoir water to the 
refill of Lake Lanier under certain conditions, such as when Lake Lanier is below Zone 3. 

• Other alternatives that mitigate the Projects' impact on the refill rate at Lake Lanier. 

13 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(E). 

14 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14. 

15 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(a). 

16 ACF composite conservation storage reflects the "combined comervation storage capacities of Lake 
Lanier, West Point and Walter F. George." See http://water.sam.usace.army.mil/ ACFcomposit:e.htm. 

17 See infra footnote 6 and associated text 
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IV. EVALUATION OF IMP ACTS OF PROPOSED GLADES RESERVOm PROJECTS 

An EIS must discuss "the environmental impacts of the alternatives including the 
proposed action, [and] any adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the 
proposal be implemented."18 The NEPA review for the proposed Projects should be broad in 
scope and include a system-wide analysis (including direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts) 
for the ACF Basin and Corps Mobile District's operations downstream on the Chattahoochee. 
The Corps also should evaluate the impacts described below that are specific to the 
Apalachicola River and Bay and the endangered and threatened species that reside there. 

A. Impacts to Flows in the ACF Basin 

As described above, the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects are directly related and 
connected actions to the Corps' operation of Lake Lanier and the other federal reservoirs 
downstream. on the ACF Basin, which significantly affects the citizens and environment of 
Florida. Since the proposed action will affect the inflow into Lake Lanier and thus the rate at 
which the Lake refills, it will affect the whole system of Corps reservoirs on the Chattahoochee, 
which rely on Lake Lanier for the bulk of composite storage available to the system 

FDEP submHs that the operation of the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects could 
negatively affect flows downstream in the ACF system, particularly during times of low flows 
and drought The proposed withdrawals from the Chattahoochee, of up to 86 MGD (66.6 MGD 
average and 116 MGD peak-day demand) proposed to be transferred to Cedar Creek Reservoir, 
as well as up to 39 MGD to fill and recharge the Glades Reservoir, will likely "flat line" flows 
into Lake Lanier at whatever minimum instream flow is approved by Georgia EPD.19 Hall 
County proposes using a minimum flow of the annual 7Q10, which is approximately 22% of 
average annual daily flow in the Chattahoochee River (i.e., 119 MGD). In addition to these 
reductions in flow, impounding Flat Creek-just 1,000 feet from its confluence with Lake 
Lanier -will further reduce flows into Lake Lanier and the ACF system. Hall County has 
reiterated its proposal, which Georgia EPD previously approved1 to use the annual 7Q10 as the 
minimum flow for Flat Creek as well. This would result in releases from Glades Reservoir that 
would be the lesser of 3.0 MGD (4.6 cubic feet per second) or the inflow to the Reservoir (which, 
during low flow periods, would likely be less than 3 MGD), thereby compounding reduction in 
flows to Lake Lanier from the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects. 

FDEP has not received the modeling data that the Applicant used to perform its model 
simulations and analyze impacts of its proposed action. Without these data, it is difficult to 
assess the cursory analysis of impacts thus far provided to the public in connection with the 
proposed action. FDEP is very concerned about some of the assumptions used in these 
analyses, such as (1) an assumption of 70% return flows into Lanier (See Glades Reservoir 

18 40 C.F.R. § 1502.16. 

19 FDEP understands that Georgia EPD has not yet approved use of the annual 7Q10, and that Georgia's 
Interim Instream Flow Guidelines require use of the monthly 7Q10. Hall County s submissions to 
Georgia EPD justifying an annual 7Q10 minimum flow should be made public as part of the scoping 
process. In its analysis of alternatives, the Corps should evaluate using a more protective minimum flow. 
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Simulation Model for the ACF Basin at 5-6 Gune 23, 2011)); and (2) details (which were not 
provided) regarding return flows and how, or if, they would be guaranteed. The application 
materials merely assert that, based on the 2009 District Plan, "it was conservatively estimated 
that 70 percent of the 80 MGD yield of this project (Glades Reservoir, Otattahoochee pump 
station, and Cedar Creek Reservoir) (56 MGD) would be returned as treated wastewater to Lake 
Lanier." Id. As described above, Hall County's compliance with the 2009 District Plan has not 
been fully demonstrated. Regardless, the Corps should analyze impacts of all alternatives with 
a range of assumptions regarding return flows, including zero return flows. Additional 
analyses of downstream impacts on Lake Lanier and the ACF reservoirs should include: 

• How the proposed Projects will impact the timing and duration of when and how long 
Lake Lanier is in each of the various action zones. For example, would the proposed 
Projects keep Lake Lanier in Zone 4 earlier and more often? 

• How the Projects would impact composite conservation storage for the ACF system. 

• How the Projects would impact "recovery'' of the ACF system from drought protocols. 

All of the Corps' downstream impacts analyses should be done on a monthly time st.ep, and 
daily flow results should be provided. Also, analyses should extend through the 2007 drought. 

B. Interdependence and Interaction with the RIOP 

The effect of the operation of the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects on downstream 
flows will exacerbate impacts from ongoing Corps operations in the ACF Basin, including 
Corps operations under the RIOP and compliance with the BiOp. The RIOP flow regime under 
the BiOp is limited by an incidental take statement ("ITS") as well as reasonable and prudent 
measures ("RPMs"). The proposed Glades Reservoir Projects will reduce flows in the ACF 
Basin as a whole, and hold back much needed water during times of drought when threatened 
and endangered. species need it the most. Since the minimum release provisions of the RIOP 
are based on basin inflows,20 which the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects will reduce, the 
proposed Projects are directly connected actions to the RIOP. The Corps must consider the 
resulting effects on the RIOP regime and the Corps' ability to comply with the I1S and RPMs. 

Moreover, following significant mortality events for listed mussels in September 2010, 
FWS and the Corps Mobile District reinitiated consultation on the RIOP. The Mobile District 
has recently released a revised amended Biological Assessment, which includes proposed 
modifications to the RIOP. FWS anticipates it will complete its amended BiOp on the new RIOP 
by the end of May 2012. In the meantime, it is clear from FWS' prior analyses that upstream 
consumption such as that proposed as part of the Projects, is a significant cumulative effect that 
adversely affects the species of concern. Se.e 50 C.F.R. § 402.14(g)(3). The Corps' 

'2D For the purposes of the RIOP and operation of the Aa reservoirs, the Corps calculates basin inflow 
after all upstream consumption. FDEP continues to object to this practice, as it is substantively unfair to 
downstream u.sers. The Corps should utilize true basin inflow, which adds back in all flow depletions 
due to upstream water consumption and reservoir evaporation. Likewise, any depletions from the 
proposed Glades Reservoir Projects also should be incorporated into calculating true basin inflow. 
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implementation of a new RIOP, and any limitations imposed pursuant to the E.5A § 7 
consultation and resulting BiOp, is a connected and related action to the Projects that must be 
adequately analyzed in the current EIS as part of the Savannah District's NEPA obligations. 

C. The Apalachicola River atrd Bay Ecosystems 

The Apalachicola River and its floodplain ecosystem are unique, extensive and diverse. 
The non-tidal portion of the floodplain flanking the River supports a complex forest/ swamp 
ecosystem covering more than 80,000 acres. More than 200 miles of off-channel floodplain 
sloughs, streams, and lakes within the Apalachicola River Basin are directly influenced by the 
volume of flow in the River itself. These off-channel areas provide important habitat for a wide 
variety of organisms including mollusks, crustaceans, fishes, amphibians, reptiles, mammals 
and birds. More than 80% of all fish species found in the Apalachicola River spend some 
portion of their life cycle in these floodplain habitats, and the diversity of tree species found in 
the floodplain is among the highest in North American river floodplains. 

The Apalachicola River discharges its nutrient-rich freshwater into the Apalachicola 
Bay, one of the most productive estuarine systems on the Gulf of Mexico coast. The 280-square
mile Bay provides 90% of Florida's rich oyster harvest (10% of the national harvest), supports an 
a<:tive finfish industry, and serves as an important nursery area for many marine species.21 The 
Bay also is home to the Apalachicola National Estuarine Research Reserve, one of only 27 sites 
so designated by the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration as a research 
reserve, and which encompasses approximately 247,185 acres of land and water.22 

The people of Florida are deeply conunitted to protecting the economy, environment 
and quality of life within the Apalachicola River and Bay Basin. Virtually all of the riparian 
land in the Apalachicola Basin has been placed in State or federal ownership, and very little 
water is withdrawn from the River for water supply or agricultural uses. Florida has purchased 
more than 280,000 acres of land and water in the Basin to protect and preserve the nahllal 
ecosystem. Toward that total, Florida invested more than $100 million to acquire 102,624 acres 
in 1999. With private conservation/preservation organizations and the United States, more 
than 500,000 acres have been acquired in the Apalachicola Basin and Bay areas. 

In addition to these significant expenditures, important cultural, historical and social 
values have evolved around the fishing industries of the Bay. The Apalachicola Bay Oyster, 
Apalachicola Bay Shrimp, Apalachicola Bay Blue Crab and several varieties of finfish have been 
commercially harvested from. the Bay for generations. Entire communities have survived for 
generations on economies based on Bay fishing. 

Finally, the Apaiachicola River and Bay-and indeed, the entire State of Florida-are 
protected by the enforceable policies of the federally approved Florida Coastal Management 

21 FDEP, Water Quality Assessment Report Apalachicola-Clupola 31, 60, 62 (2005) (available at 
http: I I tlhdwf2.dep.state.fl.us/basin411/ apalach/ assessment/ Apalach-WRES.pdf 

22 Id. at 41; see also National Estuarine Research Reserve System, htt.p;/ /www.nerrs.noaa.gov. 
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Program ("FCMP").23 Therefore, pursuant to the CZMA, the Corps' actions which affect the 
Apalachicola River and Bay must be consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the 
FCMP.24 To the extent the proposed Glades Reservoir Projects impact the Corps' operation of 
Lake Lanier or the ACF reservoirs, the resulting operational changes also must be consistent 
with the FCMP. The FCMP includes enforceable policies of 24 Florida statutes administered by 
eight State agencies and five water management districts designed to ensure the wise use and 
protection of the State's water, property, cultural, historic, and biological resources; to protect 
public health; to minimize the State's vulnerability to coastal hazards; to ensure orderly, · 
managed growth; to protect the State's transportation system; and to sustain a vital economy .2.5 

AB part of its NEPA analysis, the Corps must recognize the significance of the 
Apalachicola River and Bay ecosystems and the special protections afforded these ecosystems 
by the State of Florida. In addition, the Corps must evaluate the direct, indirect and cumulative 
impacts to the Apalachicola River and Bay ecosystems, including those listed below. 

D. Cumulative Impacts 

The Corps must assess the potential cumulative impacts of the proposed reservoir as 
part of its NEPA review. See 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7. For the purposes of NEPA, cumulative impacts 
are defined as "the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the 
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless 
of what agency (Federal or Non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions." Id. 
"Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions 
talcing place over a period of time." Id. CEQ regulations require analysis of direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts from both actual proposals and contemplated actions. See Fritwfson v. 
Alexander, 772 F.2d 1225, 1243-45 (5th Cir. 1985), overrnled on other grounds, Sabine River Authority 
v. U.S. Dep't of Interior, 951 F.2d 669 (5th Cir.1992). Accordingly, the Corps should review the 
cumulative impact of the Projects added to the impacts of (1) the current operation of Corps 
reservoirs in the ACF Basin, including Lake Lanier for water supply; (2) the projected increases 
in water supply demands and withdrawals in the ACF Basin; and (3) the proposed construction 
of additional water supply reservoirs and water supply sources in the ACF Basin. 

Depletions associated with the proposed Projects must be considered as part of the 
cumulative impact of all depletions from the ACF system. The FWS has recognized that 
increases in depletions will continue to adversely impact downstream flows. AB part of the EIS 
process, the Corps must evaluate impacts of the proposed Projects in conjunction with proposed 
new sources for water supply or diversion, such as increases in storage pools of existing federal 
reservoirs or new reservoirs planned for the ACF Basin. For example, to meet projected 
increases in water supply demands, the 2009 District Plan identified 6 planned reservoirs and 2 

23 See 46 Fed. Reg. 48,742 (1981) (FCMP approval); 53 Fed. Reg. 50,069 (1988) (approval of amendments). 

24 See 16 U.S.C. § 1456(c)(l)(A). 

25 Information on the FCMP and Florida's enforceable policies is available at www.dep.state.fl.us/cmp/. 
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storage (no additional yield) reservoirs projected to be constructed in the Metro Water District 
by 2035, and (post-2035) 17 more potential new reservoirs and water sources.26. 

To FDEP' s knowledge, no programmatic EIS for these and other proposed reservoirs is 
planned. The Corps must evaluate resulting impacts, providing careful consideration of 
alternatives to development of new water supply sources, including water conservation 
measures, wastewater reuse and recycling, and other alternatives such as inter-basin transfers to 
the ACF Basin and desalination.27 Georgia's Water Contingency Planning Task Force has 
already identified (though rejecting many) such alternatives to additional water supply sources. 

The Corps should also evaluate the impacts of growth induced by providing new 
sources of water supply in the ACF Basin.28 NEPA requires that all secondary/ indirect impacts 
of this population growth must be assessed.29 The formation of Glades Reservoir will attract 
growth and development to Hall County. Increased development and creation of recreational 
demand will in twn affect the management of the proposed Projects and further increase water 
supply demands. 1bis development will increase Hall County's water supply demands, which 
in tum will further reduce flows downstream as well as increase wastewater discharges. Water 
quality impacts from additional wastewater discharges should be evaluated, and the Corps 
should assess all of the potential impacts caused by its facilitation of any population increase. 

At a minimum, for purposes of the cumulative impact analysis, the EIS also should 
include and analyze the following reasonably foreseeable actions: 

• All depletions of water within the entire ACF Basin, including metro-Atlanta uses, 
irrigation in the Flint River Basin, and reservoir evaporation (minim.ally including 
grandfathered and permitted acreage). 1bis analysis must reflect the best available 
information on the effects of ground water pumping on sfreamflows, which at least 
equal those quantified by the USGS ground water model for southwest Georgia. 

• Depletions of water from growth in the metro-Atlanta region, as well as other 
cumulative impacts from population growth within the region. 

• All modifications to seasonal timing or altered timing of flows caused by both federal 
and non-federal reservoir operations. Special attention should be given to Corps 

26 See 2009 District Plan at 6-1 to 6--21. 

Z7 Florida, and several states, are increasingly using desalination as the source of future municipal 
supplies, and the Corps should evaluate Georgia's potential to utilize this option as well. Desalination of 
water in coastal areas could be a means of facilitating inter-basin transfers of water to Atlanta. Such 
alternatives should not be assessed on economics alone, given the severe environmental and economic 
cost. of developing water supplies from the ACF Basin. 

28 See, e.g., Sierra Club v. Marsh, 769 F.2d 868, 877-82 (1st Cir. 1985); City of 0tl1Jis v. Coleman, 521 F.2d 661, 
675-76 (9th Cir. 1975); Friends of the Earth v. U.S.A.C.O.E., 109 F. Supp. 2d 30, 40-41 (D.D.C. 2000). 

29 See 40 C.F.R. § 1502.16(b) (requiring evaluation of "indirect effects");§ 1508.8 (defining "indirect 
effects" to include "growth inducing effects," and of induced population density/ growth rate changes). 
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policies to hold reservoirs high, to operational changes that redistribute and/ or store 
water previously released for navigation support, and to effects of thousands of small 
reservoirs (current and future) in the ACF Basin, for which a comprehensive review of 
impacts and a programmatic EIS should be (but has not been) undertaken. 

• All point source and large-scale non-point source discharges of pollutants. 

• Effects of flow alterations and continued loss of main channel and floodplain aquatic 
habitats on fish and wildlife populations (including listed species) dependent on such 
habitats and main channel connectivity for extended spawning and nursery periods. 

• Implementation of management plans with reasonable "drought condition'' triggers. 

• The occurrence of more severe and/ or extended droughts in the future. 

E. Specific Downstream Impacts 

Any review analyzing impacts of the Corps' operations of the ACF Basin (including for 
the proposed Projects, which will impact ACF reservoir operation) should, at a minimum, 
evaluate, for each alternative, the following impacts for the Apalachicola River and Bay: 

1. Specific Apalachicola River Impacts 

• Effects of altered flow on all hydrologically-connected wetlands in the reservoirs, 
tributaries entering the reservoirs, and riverine floodplain and wetlands of the 
Apalachicola River (e.g., changes in vegetation type and acreage, inundation depth and 
duration, and backwater effects on the tributary wetlands). 

• Loss of wtlque and biologically important aquatic habitats and spawning grounds (e.g., 
rock shelves, natural bank root systems, and woody debris) in the Apalachicola River 
during critical life history stages for fish and wildlife. 

• Fisheries impacts in Apalachicola River and effects of decreased connectivity to 
floodplain/ sloughs including, without limitation, impacts on listed species. 

• Water quality changes in floodplain habitats/ sloughs from increased disconnection. 

• Effects of decreased flow on Gulf striped bass and Sturgeon thermal refugia in 
Apalachicola River. 

• Vegetation changes in the Apalachicola River floodplain, including low flow impacts to 
freshwater aquatic vegetation and fishexies near Apalachicola River delta and Bay. 

• Disruption in natural food web if flows are reduced significantly (i.e., crayfish, mussel, 
macroinvertebrate populations in river and floodplain). 

2. Specific Apalachicola Bay Impacts 

• Changes to freshwater inflow, including quantity, timing and quality. 

• Physical estuary structure changes ~ increased tidal influence with inflow reduction). 

• Changes to transport of material to estuary. 
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• Effects on Apalachicola Bay salinity and nutrient composition and corresponding 
economic impact to seafood industry. 

• Impacts on endangered species such as sturgeon in the River delta and Bay (critical 
habitat and food supply). 

• Potential increase in invasive species in Bay (and River) due to their ability to take 
advantage of changes. 

V. MITIGATION OF IMPACTS OF PROPOSED PROJECTS 

NEPA requires the Corps to evaluate "means to mitigate adverse environmental 
impacts."30 As part of its NEPA review, the Corps should consider additional system-wide 
mitigation with regard to water quantity and flows in the ACF Basin. Previously, the Corps has 
recognized its broad obligation to analyze potential mitigation actions to address direct, indirect 
and cumulative impacts, including not only actions to be taken by the Corps, but also actions 
that could be taken by local regional, or state governments or by private entities. See U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, Water Allocation for the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint (ACF) River Basin; 
Alabama, Florida, and Georgia; Draft Environmental Impact Statement (1998 Compact DEIS) at 4-267 
(Sept. 1998). In the 1998 Compact DEIS, the Corps specified that mitigation of impacts on water 
quantity was "an inherent part of [aJ State's responsibility," and that "[m]itigation to meet 
remaining water demands could include alternative sources of water supply, alternative 
conservation methods, and public programs to encourage wise use of water resources." Id. 

Although a Compensatory Mitigation analysis has not yet been made available, it 
appears that Hall County is currently proposing to address only local stream and wetland 
mitigation and does not plan to address water quantity or flow mitigation downstream. The 
Corps' website indicates that "Hall County has proposed to secure adequate compensatory 
mitigation" in accordance with the Corps 2008 Final Mitigation Rule which favors the purchase 
of mitigation credits from appIOved mitigation banks.31 As part of its mitigation evaluation 
under 1\i'EP A, the Corps should consider actions that the Corps, the Applicant, and the State of 
Georgia could take to mitigate water quantity demands and lower flows downstream. 

Finally, mitigation is an important aspect of the public interest review and balancing 
process. See 33 C.F.R. § 320.4(r). The Corps should consider mitigation measures to avoid, 
minimize or rectify losses resulting from project impacts downstream, such as flow reductions. 
"Such modifications can include reductions in scope and size; changes in construction methods, 
materials or timing; and operation and maintenance -practices or other similar modifications that 
reflect a sensitivity to environmental quality .... "s2 To alleviate impacts on downstream flows 

30 40 C.F.R. § 1502.16(h). 

31 See www.gladesreservoir.com/ 404-permit-application. It is worth noting that the Upper 
Chattahoochee and Upper Oconee portions of Hall County appear to have different mitigation service 
areas, which could further complicate and dilute the beneficial effects of any compensatory mitigation. 

32 33 C.F.R § 320.4(r)(l)(i) (emphasis added). 
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from the proposed reservoir, the Corps could require the applicant to consider alternatives 
which reduce water quantity demands, such as water conservation and wastewater recycling. 

VI. ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

As part of its review, the Corps should evaluate whether the proposed dam of Flat 
Creek requires a permit under Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 ("RHA"), and 
should explain its decision as part of the public notice and comment process. RHA Section 9 
prohibits construction of a dam in any navigable water of the United States until plans for the 
dam "have been submitted to and approved by the Grief of Engineers and Secretary of the 
Army." 33 U.S.C. § 401. Construction of a dam on a navigable, intrastate waterway requires 
approval by both the State legislature and the Orief of Engineers (see 33 C.F.R § 320.2(a)), and 
construction of a dam on a navigable, interstate waterway requires approval by the U.S. 
Congress and the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) (see 33 C.F.R. § 321.3). Flat 
Creek meets the Corps' criteria for "navigable waters,"33 which subjects the proposed reservoir 
to RHA Section 9. Further, in evaluating the proposed Projects, the Corps must be mindful of 
its responsibility to protect the federal interest in the operation of reservoirs downstream in the 
ACF Basin. See, e.g., Owen v. United States, 851 F.2d 1404, 1408 (Fed. Cir. 1998) (en bane); United 
States v. Rio Grande Dam & Irrigation Co., 174 U.S. 690 (1899); see also 33 C.F.R. § 320.4(0)(3) 
("Protection of navigation in all navigable waters ... continues to be a primary concern ... . "). 

FDEP appreciates the Corps' consideration of its comments and encourages the Corps to 
carefully evaluate the purpose and need for the Projects, a full range of avoidance and 
operational alternatives, and all associated impacts. Also, the Corps must fully analyze the 
Projects' effects on its operation of the ACF reservoirs, and on the citizens, ecology, and 
economy of Florida, especially the extraordinary Apalachicola River and Bay. FDEP looks 
forward to further review and comment once additional project details, and modeling 
informatio~ become available. 

Sincerely, ~ «:.~llyn. 
Policy Administrator 
Office of Water Policy 

cc: Col Steven J. Roemhildt, Mobile District Commander 

33 Support for the navigable nature of Flat Creek includes, among other aspects, the fact that portions of 
Flat Creek are used for whitewater rafting and paddling. 
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RE: File No. SAS-2007-00388 (Application for Section 404 Permit by Hall County, 
Georgia) Comments on Scoping for Environmental Impact Statement 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

On behalf of the Alabama Office of Water Resources and the State of Alabama (collectively, 
"Alabama"), I submit the following comments regarding the scope and types of analysis that 
should be applied to the Environmental Impact Statement ("EIS") being prepared for the Glades 
Reservoir Project in Hall County, Georgia. 

As an initial matter, Alabama has requested, but not yet been provided, the models and 
supporting data used by Hall County in preparing its Section 404 Permit application. Without 
that information, Alabama cannot fully assess the proposed project or the appropriate scoping for 
the EIS. Alabama renews its request that it be provided these materials as soon as possible. 
While Alabama reserves its rights to file supplemental comments upon receipt of these materials, 
Alabama makes the following comments based on the information currently available: 

1. Project Viability 

Alabama has reviewed a letter dated March 1, 2012 that the City of Gainesville sent to the Corps 
(see attached letter) stating that Hall County's application needs to be revised to exclude Cedar 
Creek Reservoir unless the County and the City reach an agreement. The City contends that the 
County does not have the legal right to utilize Cedar Creek Reservoir in the manner proposed, 
and the City does not support the application as submitted. Alabama believes that consideration 
of the application, including the scoping for the EIS, should be suspended until Hall County 
demonstrates that it has resolved its dispute with the City. 
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2. Project Need 

Publicly available materials give rise to significant questions concerning the purported need for 
the project, and the arguments advanced by Hall County to justify the need should be subjected 
to close and independent scrutiny as part of the EIS process. 

a. Population Estimate 

The primary justification for the project advanced by Hall County is that the project is needed to 
meet the water needs of the projected 2060 population of Hall County, but that population 
estimate needs to be independently evaluated. While Hall County now claims that its projected 
population in 2060 is 833,333, that estimate is vastly higher than the estimate used by the County 
in its now-withdrawn 2007 permit application for the Glades Reservoir. 

While Hall County calculates its 2060 population projection based on a 2050 estimate by the 
Georgia Governor's Office, projections for the County's populations over the next several 
decades made by a leading independent national expert, Woods & Poole Economics, Inc. 
("Woods & Poole"), are much lower, as are projections made by the Metropolitan North Georgia 
Water Planning District ("District") in 2009. The following chart shows various population 
projections for the period 2015-2060 by various entities: 

2010 2015 2020 2025 2035 2040 2050 2060 
Pooulation-Woods & Poole (2011) 204,470 218,794 233,342 262,559 277,249 
US Census Data (2010) 179,684 
Glades Res. Needs Rot. (2011) 729,192 833,333 

District Reoort (2009) 245,300 325,200 405,200 442,800 

The differences in these projections are striking. The District projects over 286,000 fewer 
residents in Hall County in 2050 than does the Governor's Office. Although Woods & Poole 
only projects out to 2040, it is clear from the trends that its projection for 2060 is likely to be 
substantially less than Hall County's. 

As part of the EIS process, it is essential that a close examination of Hall County's wildly 
divergent population projection be undertaken by knowledgeable experts. A reduction in the 
projection by several hundred thousand people would drastically reduce Hall County's projected 
unmet water demands and would undermine any claimed need for a project as large as the 
Glades Reservoir. Indeed, the size of the unmet demand is essential to many aspects of the EIS 
analysis, so it is critical that a valid figure be obtained. 

b. Effect of Tri-State Water Rights Litigation 

Hall County's Water Needs Certification also relies on the decision by the United States District 
Court for the Middle District of Florida (by Judge Magnuson) in July 2009 that indicated that 
allocation of storage for local water supply at Lake Lanier required congressional approval and 
that water-supply operations would need to return to the level of the mid-1970s without 
additional congressional authorization. That decision, however, was reversed by the United 
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States Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit in June 2011, and the appeals court ordered the 
Corps of Engineers to complete within one year an evaluation of its authority to allocate storage 
at Lake Lanier for local water-supply uses. That decision by the Eleventh Circuit is currently the 
subject of a petition for writ of certiorari at the Supreme Court of the United States, but the 
Corps bas stated that it will complete its analysis within the one-year time period as instructed by 
the Eleventh Circuit. 

Hall County bases its needs certification on an assumption that it will only have access to 18 
million gallons per day (mgd) from Lake Lanier, but that is a matter for which there is 
considerable doubt. Hall County states in its needs certification that it "cannot delay the water 
supply planning until the Lake Lanier issue is resolved," but Hall County does not explain why 
that is true. Hall County concedes that it is possible that it could obtain a storage allocation at 
Lake Lanier that would yield 44 mgd, which would lower its claimed unmet demand by 35 
percent to 46.5 mgd. 

In light of the reversal of Judge Magnuson's decision, a fundamental factor underlying Hall 
County's needs certification no longer is valid. As a result, Hall County cannot at this time 
justify a need of 72.5 mgd and thus cannot justify a project the size of the proposed Glades 
Reservoir. 

c. Sale of Water from Cedar Creek Reservoir 

Although Hall County apparently has not mentioned it in its Section 404 application, a 2011 
letter from the Hall County Board of Commissioners as well as media reports indicate that Hall 
County plans to transfer much of the water that the proposed project yields to other water-supply 
providers outside Hall County. 

In a letter to Governor Nathan Deal dated May 25, 2011, the Chairman of the Hall County Board 
of Commissioners stated that it has "offered up 40 mgd of raw water to Forsyth County from the 
[proposed] project," and that while Forsyth County "has expressed interest," it is also 
"considering other water supply options and has not yet fully committed to the Glades Project." 
The letter also states that Hall County desires the proposed project to be "a regional water supply 
project." Media reports indicate that Hall County intends to sell most of the water from the 
propose project to third parties and that the revenue from these sales will be used by Hall County 
to pay the cost of the project. 

These planned transfers of water from the project to water-supply providers outside Hall County 
should be closely examined as part of the EIS process. The offer of one-half of the yield of the 
proposed project to Forsyth County calls into serious question the credibility of Hall County' s 
assertion that the entire project is needed to meet the 2060 demands of its population alone. If 
Hall County commits to provide one-half of the project 's yield to another county, then that water 
obviously will not be available to meet the purported needs of Hall County. Furthermore, Hall 
County cannot justify the need for construction of this massive project in order to generate a 
revenue source for the County. Hall County should explain the terms of the agreements to sell 
the water into which it intends to enter. It is difficult to imagine that these third-party purchasers 
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will agree to contracts that will cause their access to the water to cease in the future. At a 
minimum~ the needs analysis for the project must include the other entities to whom the water 
will be sold or otherwise transferred. Furthermore, the disposition of the water by the third-party 
purchasers must be carefully examined because it could significantly affect many factors in 
connection with the EIS analysis. For example, if these sales will involve interbasin transfers, 
they could magnify the already-considerable detrimental environmental effects of the project. In 
addition, an assessment of whether these third-parties have evaluated other alternatives for their 
water-supply needs would also have to be performed. 

d. Quantification of Recycle and Reuse of Wastewater 

In calculating its 2060 unmet demand of 72.5 mgd, Hall County assumed that it would meet none 
of its demand through recycle and reuse of wastewater, and this assumption needs to be closely 
evaluated in the EIS process. Hall County conceded in its Alternatives Analysis that it 
"anticipates that within the fifty-year planning horizon, reuse and recycling will contribute to 
reducing unmet demand." But, notwithstanding that, Hall County still assumed the contribution 
to be zero because quantification of the benefit "is not feasible." Alabama urges that water
supply experts be consulted to provide a quantification because that will reduce the need for and 
sizing of the proposed project. 

3. Effects on Downstream Federal Projects 

The effect of the proposed project on downstream federal projects in the ACF Basin is a critical 
factor that must be closely evaluated in the EIS. 

Lake Lanier is the largest storage project in the ACF Basin, with approximately 70 percent of all 
basin storage. Notwithstanding its size, the competing demands for utilization of Lake Lanier's 
storage far exceed the available resource. Water-supply providers in the metropolitan Atlanta 
area have an insatiable desire to use more and more of Lake Lanier's storage. Use of that storage 
for water-supply purposes, however, diminishes the amount of water released from Buford Dam 
to generate hydropower and support navigation. The lower releases have a cascading effect 
downstream in other federal projects. Reduction of inflows to Lake Lanier will only exacerbate 
the ill effects occurring at the downstream projects. 

Although Lake Lanier contains most of the storage in federal projects in the basin, it has only 6 
percent of the drainage area. The Corps' Mobile District has repeatedly cited this imbalance 
between the size of the reservoir and the size of the drainage area as a reason to operate the 
project in a conservative manner - it takes a relatively long time to refill Lake Lanier. The 
drainage area above the intake for the proposed Glades Reservoir constitutes approximately one
third of the drainage area for Lake Lanier. In light of those facts, the withdrawal of water from 
the Chattahoochee River above Lake Lanier for purposes of the proposed project requires close 
scrutiny. 

Although Alabama's comments pertaining to evaluation of effects on downstream projects is 
necessarily limited because it has not been provided the model and supporting data used by Hall 
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County, Alabama as a preliminary matter comments on the following specific points pertaining 
to the effects on downstream projects: 

a. Use of 2007 Drought Information for Modeling 

Based on the limited information available for review at this time, it does not appear that Hall 
County has utilized all appropriate data in evaluating the impacts of the proposed project on 
Lake Lanier and other downstream federal projects. While Hall County concedes in its 
Alternatives Analysis that the 2007-08 drought is the drought ofrecord, certain of the analyses 
on downstream effects prepared by Hall County use a different time period for the analysis. For 
example, the Glades Reservoir Simulation Model for the ACF Basin submitted by Hall County 
used the 1998-2003 drought for purposes of much of its analysis. Alabama believes that any 
assessment of effects on downstream projects that fails to take into account data from the 
drought of record is necessarily flawed. 

b. Assumed Returns 

The relatively limited effects on Lake Lanier and other downstream federal projects that Hall 
County contends will result from the proposed project are driven by Hall County's assumption in 
its Simulation Model for the ACF Basin that 70 percent of the yield of the project will be 
returned as treated wastewater to Lake Lanier. As an initial matter, Alabama questions whether 
assumed returns should be taken into account at all. The Corps bas repeatedly advised Alabama 
that its current national policy is not to take returns into account when allocating storage in a 
federal project, in part because the Corps has no legal ability to mandate that such returns be 
made. This policy is explained in the attached correspondence, and that policy has been 
confirmed verbally to Alabama officials by senior Corps officials. Just as that is the policy for 
addressing allocations of storage in federal projects, Alabama submits it should be the policy for 
assessing effects of projects such as the Glades Reservoir-the Corps seemingly has no legal 
mechanism to require that those returns occur over the next 50 years. As a result, Alabama 
believes that the effects of the proposed project on Lake Lanier and other downstream federal 
projects should be assessed as part of the EIS with an assumption of no returns. 

If one does not assume returns, then the magnitude of the effects on Lake Lanier and the other 
downstream projects quickly becomes apparent. Hall County's downstream flow report 
indicates that on average 66.6 mgd will be diverted from the Chattahoochee River to support the 
operations of the proposed project. This equates to 103 cubic feet per second ( cfs), which is 7 
percent of Lake Lanier' s average inflow. Hall County utilized the period of 1998-2003 for much 
of its analysis. The removal of 66.6 mgd from the Chattahoochee River during that period 
equates to 446,833 acre-feet of water being withdrawn from the system. That is equivalent to 41 
percent of Lake Lanier's usable storage, which equals the top 12 feet of Lake Lanier's 
conservation storage pool. That amount of acre-feet is also equivalent to 146 percent of West 
Point Lake's usable storage, and 183 percent of Lake Walter F. George's usable storage. 

Even if it were appropriate to assume that returns will occur, Alabama believes that the 
calculation of the assumed 70 percent returns needs to be carefully examined. Given that the 
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project involves a substantial interbasin transfer from the Chattahoochee Basin to the Oconee 
Basin, it seems questionable that all of the returns will be made back to the Chattahoochee Basin. 
Also, as discussed above, Hall County intends to sell a significant amount of the water from the 
proposed project to third-party entities (which presumably could involve interbasin transfers or 
returns to points in the Chattahoochee Basin below Lake Lanier). Assuming that these entities 
will return 70 percent of the water they purchase to Lake Lanier is highly questionable. In 
addition, while Hall County concedes that water recycle and reuse will play an increasing role in 
the decades ahead, the County seems not to have factored that in to its assumed returns, and the 
EIS must take that into account. Finally, Hall County's September 29, 2011 Municipal Surface 
Water Withdrawal Permit Application to the State of Georgia states that return flows in Hall 
County in 2009 were only 57 percent, so the basis for assuming a substantial increase in future 
return flows also needs to be examined as part of the EIS process. 

c. Effects on Hydropower Generation 

There can be no dispute that hydropower generation was the primary purpose providing the 
economic justification for congressional authorization of Lake Lanier. Communities in Alabama 
benefit from the clean, low-cost power that is generated from releases from Lake Lanier. When 
the quantity of electricity generated from hydropower decreases, the only alternative is for those 
communities to purchase higher-cost electricity that has far more detrimental environmental 
effects. The effects on decreased hydropower, including any adverse envirorunental effects from 
usage of alternative energy sources, that will result from the proposed project must be taken into 
consideration. 

4. Cumulative Effects 

At this time, Alabama is aware of several activities within the Chattahoochee River Basin within 
the State of Georgia that have impacted or will impact the quantity, quality, or timing of water 
flow into Alabama, including a proposed reallocation of storage at Lake Lanier and other 
proposed or constructed water supply storage reservoirs. Alabama believes that the Corps in 
preparing the EIS is required to conduct a full and adequate analysis of the environmental 
impacts of these activities, specifically including the indirect and cumulative impacts of the 
actual and proposed activities within the Chattahoochee Basin. 

5. Water Quantity 

a. Reduction of Flows in Chattahoochee River 

The EIS must include a careful review of the reduction in water quantity in the Chattahoochee 
River as a result of the proposed project. As Alabama understands the proposal, withdrawals 
from the Chattahoochee River can be made at all times so long as the flow in the Chattahoochee 
River remains at the lesser of the natural river flow or the Annual 7Q10 flow rate. It is 
noteworthy that Annual 7Q IO flows are only 22% of average annual daily flows. That means 
that the Annual 7Q10 flow will become the maximum flow at all times except when the flow is 
so high that it exceeds the combined capacity of the pumps for diversions to the Glades 
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Reservoir and the Cedar Creek Reservoir. Such a result will reduce or eliminate the seasonal 
variation in flows that is so critical to aquatic life. 
Alabama requests that it be provided with modeling data to establish how many days on average 
flows will exceed the Annual 7Q 10 level after diversions and the modeling data to show how 
many days during the drought of record that the level would have been exceeded. 

Transforming the minimal Annual 7Q10 flow into the de facto maximum flow for the 
overwhelming majority of days raises very serious concerns that merit close study. Not only will 
such a drastic reduction (a drop to just 22% of the average annual daily flow) have inevitable 
consequences for water quality and habitat in the Chattahoochee River and Flat Creek, but it also 
highlights the magnitude of the reduction in inflows that Lake Lanier will experience. Alabama 
believes, per its discussion above, that no returns should be assumed for purposes of this 
component of the EIS evaluation. 

b. Instream Flow Protection 

As noted in the previous paragraph, Hall County proposes to establish a minimum instream flow 
("MIF") in the Chattahoochee River at the project intake point and from the Glades Reservoir 
based on the annual 7Q10 of the Chattahoochee River and Flat Creek, respectively. As 
recognized by the State of Georgia's Board of Natural Resources in its 2001 white paper, flows 
based on an annual 7QIO are often not sufficient to prevent significant stress on aquatic 
environments. As a result, as of April 1, 2001, the MIF from a water-supply reservoir in Georgia 
should normally be based on the lesser of the monthly 7Q10 or inflow to the reservoir. To the 
extent that the State of Georgia has approved usage of the annual 7Q10 as the basis for the 
required flows in the Chattahoochee River and Flat Creek, Alabama requests a copy of any and 
all reports, analyses, or modeling files used to justify use of the annual 7QIO as opposed to the 
monthly 7Q10. Alabama believes that use of the annual 7Q10 will result in a significant 
reduction in flows for most of the year, thereby reducing the normal inflow to Lake Lanier and 
impacting the critical yield of that reservoir. Alabama contends that the EIS process must 
include an evaluation of use of a monthly 7Ql O requirement, and Alabama reserves the right to 
submit supplemental comments after the site-specific instream flow study is made available. 

6. Water Quality 

a. Effects on Middle Chattahoochee 

Although effects on water quality in Flat Creek, the Upper Chattahoochee River, Lake Lanier, 
and the other federal projects in the ACF Basin must be considered as part of the EIS, Alabama 
wishes to call attention to the need also to consider water quality in the Middle Chattahoochee, 
which is the section of the Chattahoochee River in Alabama. Diminished releases from Buford 
Dam, particularly in times of drought, have a serious effect on water quality in the Middle 
Chattahoochee, and the reduced releases from Buford Dam as a result of the proposed project 
will only worsen the problem. Not only is the aquatic habitat in the region diminished by the 
poorer water quality from lower flows, but during times of drought, Alabama businesses are also 
threatened with closure due to the inability to meet NPDES discharge permit limits. In addition, 
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Alabama municipalities that withdraw water for municipal and industrial purposes are harmed if 
the quality of the water is degraded. These issues should be considered in the EIS process. 

b. Water Quality at Peachtree Creek 

In 2010-11, the State of Georgia obtained Corps permission for the flow required at Peachtree 
Creek for assimilation of treated wastewater to be reduced from 750 cfs to 650 cfs. Similar 
permission has been obtained in past years. The requests have been justified as a means to allow 
lake levels at Lake Lanier to rise following periods of drought. As part of the EIS process, the 
Corps should evaluate whether the proposed project and its corresponding lower lake levels at 
Lake Lanier will lead to longer periods during which the Peachtree Creek flow requirement will 
be lowered and what the water-quality and other environmental effects of such reductions will 
be, both at Peachtree Creek and downstream. 

7. Threatened and Endangered Species 

a. Effects on Downstream Species 

The effects of the proposed project on threatened and endangered species must be assessed 
throughout the ACF Basin. The materials submitted by Hall County with its Section 404 permit 
application indicate that the assessment was limited to the Hall County area. The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service should be consulted concerning the potential impacts on downstream species in 
the ACF Basin, including those in Alabama and Florida. The FWS is currently reassessing a 
biological opinion it previously issued in connection with operation of Corps projects in the ACF 
Basin, and the potential for reduced downstream flows as a result of the proposed project could 
exacerbate ill effects of Corps operations on downstream species. All necessary consultation 
under the Endangered Species Act must be undertaken, and all reasonable and prudent measures 
must be established to minimize the take of known downstream species dependent on specific, 
seasonal river flows. 

b. Suggestion of Changes to Revised Interim Operations Plan 

Certain materials submitted by Hall County seem to suggest that an alteration be made to the 
Corps' current Revised Interim Operations Plan ("RIOP") for Lake Lanier in order to mitigate 
effects on Lake Lanier from the proposed project. As part of the EIS process, potential changes 
in the RIOP should be examined to assess their effects on downstream threatened and 
endangered species as well as on hydropower generation at Buford Dam, downstream federal 
projects, and downstream water quality. The suggestion to alter the RIOP signals a willingness 
to place the interests of the Atlanta metropolitan area above the interests of downstream 
communities, including those in Alabama. The FWS should be closely consulted as to the 
effects of a change to the RIOP. 
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c. Effects on Species in Upper Chattahoochee River Basin 

Hall County submitted a Protected Species Survey dated March 2003 in connection with its 
Section 404 permit application. While that survey included assessments of sites on Flat Creek 
and in a tributary to Flat Creek, the survey did not investigate the section of the Chattahoochee 
River between the intake structure for the project and Lake Lanier. As mentioned above, the 
proposed project would likely result in a significant reduction in flows in that section of the 
Chattahoochee River, so the EIS should address impacts on threatened and endangered species in 
that location. 

8. Range of Alternatives 

Alabama believes that a broader range of alternatives to the proposed project needs to be 
considered than Hall County has evaluated to this point. 

a. Limitation of Times for Withdrawals from Chattahoochee River to Higher 
Flow Periods 

One alternative that should be evaluated is a reduction in the time that withdrawals can be made 
for the Glades Reservoir and the Cedar Creek Reservoir from the Chattahoochee River to periods 
of high flows, such as only when river flows are in the top quartile on a monthly average basis. 
That would minimize the number of days during which flows in the Chattahoochee River would 
be reduced to the annual 7Ql0 levels. While such an alternative may require Hall County to 
invest in more pumping capacity to capture water during those high flow events, such an 
alternative would likely reduce the many ill effects from the proposed project. 

b. Alternatives in Oconee River Basin and Other Basins 

Because most of the water withdrawn from the Chattahoochee River in connection with the 
proposed project is going to ultimately be transferred to the Oconee Basin, Alabama believes that 
alternatives in the Oconee Basin and other adjoining river basins should be given greater 
consideration. For example, Hall County gives no indication that it has considered the 
alternative of applying for an increased withdrawal for the Cedar Creek Reservoir from the North 
Oconee River or from any other river or stream in the Oconee Basin. 

c. Alternatives for Third-Party Purchasers 

Because Hall County apparently intends to sell much of the water from the proposed project to 
unnamed third parties, alternatives available to those third parties also need to be fully 
considered. 

d. Conservation 

Although Hall County claims in its Alternatives Analysis that "(a]ggressive water conservation 
measures are already accounted for in the calculation of its unmet water supply," its assertion 
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that it plans to take "aggressive" measures is not credible. As noted below, Hall County's 
statement concerning how it complies with the EPA' s Region 4 Guidelines on Water Efficiency 
Measures for Water Supply Projects in the Southeast shows that there are many conservation 
measures that Hall County has not taken and does not plan to take. The EIS should evaluate 
whether there are more conservation measures that Ha11 County can and should take as an 
alternative to construction of the massive proposed project. 

e. Recycle and Reuse 

As noted above, Hall County in its Alternatives Analysis claims that it "anticipates that within 
the fifty-year planning horizon, reuse and recycling will contribute to reducing unmet demand," 
but then claims that quantification of this effort's contribution to reducing unmet demand "is not 
feasible." In the EIS process, the Corps should undertake a more thorough assessment of the 
contributions that recycle and reuse can make to satisfying unmet demand in whole or part. 

f. Assessment of Alternatives 

Alabama submits that the criteria used by Hall County to reject all alternatives other than the 
proposed project are biased so that only the proposed project could possibly be selected. Hall 
County lists as its first evaluation criterion whether the project can satisfy the assumed unmet 
demand of72.5 mgd in 2060. As noted above, there are serious potential flaws in the analysis 
that led Hall County to reach that number for its unmet demand. Should that unmet demand 
number not be accurate, then the alternatives analysis would need to be reevaluated. 

9. Effects on Downstream Navigation 

Alabama believes that effects on downstream navigation should also be considered in the EIS 
analysis. Alabama has constructed several port facilities on the Chattahoochee River, and there 
is no dispute that support for navigation is one of the reasons why Congress authorized 
construction of the federal projects in the ACF Basin. Reliable navigation is critical to attracting 
major industry to the economically challenged region of southwest Georgia and southeast 
Alabama. Navigation availability is currently very poor due in large measure to the lack of 
sufficient water, something the proposed project can only make worse. 

10. Compliance with EPA Region 4 Guidelines in Water Efficiency Measures for Water 
Supply Projects in the Southeast 

Close scrutiny needs to be given to Hall County's compliance with the EPA's Region 4 
Guidelines on Water Efficiency Measures for Water Supply Projects in the Southeast. The EPA 
states that those Guidelines "were developed to inform local governments and water utilities of 
the actions EPA expects them to take before consideration on a water supply reservoir project on 
a stream or river." In Appendix A to the Alternatives Analysis submitted in connection with its 
Section 404 permit application, Hall County addresses the actions required by the Guidelines, 
and it is readily apparent that many of the actions have not yet been taken. In fact, because Hall 
County has agreed to allow the City of Gainesville to distribute water in the county, compliance 
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with many of the Guidelines is outside the control of Hall County - indeed, in a letter to 
Georgia's Envirorunental Protection Division dated September 9, 2011, Hall County stated that it 
need not comply with the Division's Water Conservation Plan Checklist because it is the City of 
Gainesville, not the County, that operates a d!rinking water system. As discussed above, the City 
of Gainesville apparently does not support the County's application as submitted, so Hall 
County's reliance on the City to meet the Guidelines is highly suspect. The following is a list of 
the Guidelines with which Hall County does not claim to be in compliance: 

• Pricing for Efficiency: The EPA's Guidelines state that "[w]ater utilities should estimate 
the demand reductions from pricing water for efficiency before sizing a reservoir." Hall 
County does not state that it has done that. 

• Full Cost Pricing: Hall County states that it defers pricing decisions to the City of 
Gainesville, and Hall County does not represent that Gainesville has adjusted its rates in 
accordance with the full-cost-pricing component of the Guidelines. 

• Conservation Pricing: Hall County does not represent that Gainesville has adopted 
conservation pricing. 

• Stop Leaks: Hall County does not represent that Gainesville has implemented a program 
to determine unmetered users, nor does it represent that Gainesville has developed 
concrete measures to detect leaks. 

• Meter all water users: Hall County does not represent that it has taken steps to require all 
new multi-family buildings to be individually metered or sub-metered in the portions of 
the county outside Gainesville's city limits. Hall County also does not represent that 
there has been any effort in the county to meter all commercial users. 

• Build Smart for the Future: Hall County does not represent that building codes and 
ordinances in the county have been updated to require the most water efficient 
technologies in new construction or that it has taken steps to encourage the adoption of 
water efficient building standards for all new buildings in the county. 

• Retrofit of All Buildings: Hall County makes the remarkable assertion that retrofitting is 
"relatively a new technology," so it "is not required until the technology is widely 
available." Hall County offers no explanation as to why low-flush toilets, more efficient 
faucets, and more efficient showerheads are not "widely available." Hall County also 
does not represent that it has taken any steps to require retrofitting in residences or non
governmental commercial buildings. Instead, Hall County claims that "natural 
replacement" is sufficient. 

• Landscape to Minimize Water Waste: Hall County does not represent that Gainesville 
requires separate metering of large users of irrigation water or that Gainesville has 
implemented a pricing structure for such users to encourage efficiency. Hall County also 
does not represent that it or Gainesville has developed incentives to encourage use of 
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native and drought-tolerant plants, nor does it represent that it has undertaken any 
program to encourage grass-free residential developments. 

• Develop Water Budgets on a Watershed Scale: Hall County does not represent that it has 
developed a water budget in compliance with the Guidelines. 

• Seek Opportunities for Groundwater Recharge and Storage: Hall County does not 
represent that it requires Green Infrastructure practices on all utility construction projects. 

• Reuse of Treated Wastewater: Hall County does not represent that it encourages the 
reuse of treated wastewater for non-potable uses. 

• Graywater reuse: With the exception of drive-through (but not self-serve) car washes 
located in Gainesville, Hall County identifies no efforts to allow reuse of graywater. 
Indeed, Hall County states that it does not encourage other uses of graywater and will not 
re-examine the issue until 2035. 

The failure of Hall County to adhere to these Guidelines raises serious questions as to whether 
full consideration has been given to all efficiency issues before sizing the Glades Reservoir. 
Adherence to the Guidelines could lead to a substantial reduction in the proposed size of the 
reservoir. 

11. Conclusion 

As these comments make clear, Alabama believes that there are many issues that must be 
addressed in the EIS that Hall County's application does not sufficiently analyze. The 
competing demands for water in the ACF Basin have drawn national attention and have resulted 
in more than two decades of litigation among the three affected States and various stakeholders. 
Hall County' s proposal for a massive interbasin transfer of water from the Chattahoochee River 
above Lake Lanier requires the most thorough and careful scrutiny possible in the EIS process. 
The proposed project, which is based upon a tenuous claim of need, with the resulting sale of 
water by Hall County to unnamed third parties hardly seems the kind of project that outweighs 
the significant environmental and economic costs associated with it. 

Sincerely, 

1~~ 
J. Brian Atkins, P.E. 
Division Director 
Alabama Office of Water Resources 

Enclosures 
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March 1, 2012 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Attention: Regulatory Division 
JOO West Oglethorpe Avenue 
Savannah, Georgia 31401-3640. 

Re: Proposed Glades Reservoir, File Number SAS-2007-00388 

The City of Gainesville appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed 
Glades Farm project. Gainesville provides water and sewer services to its own 
residents and to large portions of Hall County - a geographic area of 
approximately 400 square miles including Clermont, Buford, Oakwood, 
Braselton, Flowery Branch, Gillsville, and portions of the Lula area. The City 
provides water to Hall County residents pursuant to a master Service Delivery 
Strategy Agreement and a 2006 Intergovernmental Agreement pursuant to 
which the City assumed responsibility for the entire Hall County water system. 
Although the Glades Farm property was specifically excluded from that 
agreement, we do have a substantial interest in the project. We are writing to 
bring two specific issues to your attention. 

First, Hall County' s application for a reservoir permit should not be construed as 
an indication that Gainesville is pursuing alternatives to Lake Lanier. L anier 
continues to be the City's preferred option for future supply. We have invested 
considerable resources in litigation and mediation over the past two decades to 
secure this supply, and, in light of the Eleventh Circuit ' s decision in the Tri
State Water Rights L itigation, we see no further impediment to obtaining it. Our 
plans may change depending on the Corps' decision on remand from the 
Eleventh Circuit, but that is our focus for now. 

Second, whereas we don't oppose the Glades Farm project, Hall County's 
proposal for the Glades project will need to be revised to exclude the Cedar 
Creek Reservoir unless other arrangements can be made between the City and 
County. As mentioned above, the County and City entered into an 
intergovernmental agreement in 2006 by which the County transferred its entire 
water system to Gainesville. Although Glades Farm was excluded from that 
agreement, Cedar Creek was not. Gainesville has already invested substantial 
sums to integrate Cedar Creek into its own system pursuant to this agreement, 
and Gainesville has not agreed to the County's alternative proposal. 

As to the legal rights involved, the 2006 intergovernmental agreement is 
attached for your reference. Assets were transferred to the City in exchange for 
the City's agreement to assume outstanding debt and to operate and maintain the 
water system. Specific assets subject to the agreement are listed in an appendix, 

DMSUBRARYOJ-18278421. 1 A GEORGIA TRENDSetter C ITY 
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and the list includes Cedar Creek Reservoir. The agreement provides that Hall 
County will automatically transfer ownership of l/25th of the system to 
Gainesville each year, such that full ownership will be transferred by 2032. The 
agreement has been fully implemented by both sides and is still in effect. 
Therefore Gainesville will be the majority owner of Cedar Creek Reservoir by 
2019. And, because the agreement was also structured as a lease-purchase, 
Gainesville has already assumed all the rights of a lessee. 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Best Regards, 

,,.. 
/ 

., 
I 

l . .A / ~ i ;1,1::,(.;.. ;~-..... (; 

Mayor C. D Dunaganylr. . ' 
I ._/ 
(/ 

enc. Intergovernmental Agreement 

cc: Jud Turner 
Kip Padgett 
Kelly Randall 

Council Member Robert L. Hamrick 

fh, ..;t1,_ U 1,~ UM+-> 
Couo~tlMember Myrtl W. Figueras 
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February 26, 1990 

Plan Deve lop••nt Seotion 

Mr. Phil ~arr 
Cobb County/Mariet~a Wat•r Authority 
1660 Barnes Mill Road 
Marietta, Geor·ga 30062 

Dear Mr. Karr: 

During our. meeting on February 15, 1990, with Mr. 
ten Sias, oono'erniog the Lake Lanier real looatio12 and 
Water Control Plan model, you requested information on 
the Corps' policy tor the disposition or intlova to 
Corps reservo irs tbat are returned fro• a user ot 
!torage. W• have reviewed our tiles on thia aubJeot 
and the attaohed ohain ot oorreapond enoe on t~ia poiloy 
ia provided. Based on this guidaaoe, all interim 
vithdraval or ~torag• ooatraots will be aade tor the 
tull a110.-a·t ot vit.hdrawal regard less ot return tlova . 
Wate r supply oontraota vill also be based on tbe 
storage required to pr ovid e the total amount ot water 
withdrawal required duriag a or1t1oal drought period. 

It you bave any questions regarding this =•tter, 
please c a ll Mr. ten Sims at (205) 690-2122. 

Slno·e::-ely . 

N. D . McClure IV .. 
Chier, Planning Divia ioa 

Attaohment //~.LTR 

~/tc/2722/ip 
Graham/ ' 

Burke/P 
-- -· -

R~ 

REJ 

ALCOE006825 
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CESAD-RE-N.RE-*127 Jul 89) (405·70c) 3d End Mr. Cary/pbs/6758 
SU&JECT: tfon of Inflows to Corps Reservoirs Orfg1natf ng with Users of 
Stor199- f It Rtstnof rs · 

.... .. 
Cdr. SOUth Atlantic Dfv, Corps of Engfneers, R0041 313, 77 Forsyth Street . sv., 
Atlanta. ~rgf• 3>335-6801 JO OCT 1ssi 

FOR CCNWfDER, MOBILE DISTRICT, ATTN: CESNf·RE·M 

1. Endorsement 2 sets forth the official Corps position concerning credits for 
return flows in connectf on with water supply contracts. 

2. Thfs guidance fs furnished ior fmplementatfon. 

FOR TlfE C0"4ANDER: 

CF: 
CESAS-RE·M 
CESAW-EH·H 

. .. . ....... ~ ""-

~ 
Chief, Real Estate Dfv1s1on 

6 

.. 

ALCOE006826 
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DEPARTMENT 0, THE ARMY 
MOBILE DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P.O.SOX22U 
MOBILE. AL.ASAMA 3!82&-0001 

27 July 1989 

Ml!laWIOI IOI. Camiander, SOuth Atlantic Division, A!rl'N: C:SAD-RE-M 

smmcrs Disposition of Inflows to Corps Ieservoirs Originating with Users of 
storage in '1'b:>se Reaenou:s 

\ 
1. '!!:le water SUppl.y h:t of .1958, as alll!med, authorizes the Corpe to enter into 
contracts with states and other local interests for water storage space. 

2. '!!:le stcrage required to provide a certain aDX)unt of water for withdrawal is 
determined by a storage-yield relatiaiship of the reservoir. 1'!le storage-yield 
relationship is determined in part by inflows to the reservoir. 

3. Inflows may be of two types, t.oose occurring naturally and tbose that are 
made. Made inflows are subject to change by those controJ J ing the source. 
Inflows by users primarily originate at wastewater treat:lent plants, tlms they 
.are made. Made inflows normally are not used in determining the storage-yield 
relationship of a reservoir. 

4. A user has a contractual. right to utilhe an undivided percent of the project 
for the storage of •ter and, in effect, beccmes a co-owner of the project: 
thUa, they haw a reasonable rigbt to expect their inflows to the reservoir to 
be used exclusive.l,y in determining the storage-yield relationship of .the 
reservoir as it relates to them. 

S. In determining the storage-yield relationship for a user pr~iding flows 
into the reservoir, the net effect of those flows would be subject to the same 
criteria as naturally occurring flows such as evaporation ard seepage. The user 
would be required to ueter their inflows ard provide the Corps with readings at 
pre:.!etermired intervals in the same marmer as used under water with:!rawa.l · 
contracts. · 

6. Frm an administrative view, it would be in the interest of the Goverrment 
to use infl.am originating with a user exclusively in determining the .. 
storage-yield relationship of that user. If the inflow is. used in detez:mining 
the storage-yield relatimship for the entire project, and the inflow diminishes 
at sane time in the future, then the contracts of all users would have to be 
amended. If, however, the in£lC7tii is used exclusively in detecnining the 
storage-yield relationship for the user originating the inflow, then only that 
contract would have to be mreooed should the inflow diminish. 

7. It is the positiai of the Mobile District that in those instances where aa:Je 
·inflows of a potential user are recognized prior to the execution of a contract 
for storage space, at the opticn of the potential user, the made inflows of that 
potential user may be incllxJed in determining the storage-yield relationship of 
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C?SM-R!..JII (40S-80a) 27 July 1989 
SJBJa:'l'z D~itia, of Infl.oliill to corps Eeservoirs Originating with Users of StlX:.r-ira . a. 
~ r J11olaly as it relates to that potential user. il the potential 
uaser opt .DOt to UN their mde inflows in establishing their storage-yield 
relaticmh!lt, their mde in.µowa will not be ~ed in determining the 
storage-yield relationship of tbe reservoir due to the W1Certainty of those 
inflows. In cases wbel:e the made inflows of a user are recognized after a 
contract for storage space bas been executed, then tbe storage space contracted 
for vW remain the same bit tbe yield of that stocage space will be increased 
by mending the ccntract:. Conversely, sh:>u.1.d made inflows of a user diminish, 
tbe yield of their storage space would' be decreased by the same method • 

.. 
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Attachment E to Alabama Letter (04/16/12)

SUBJECT: tfon of Inflows ta COl"J)S Reservofrs Orfgfnat1ng with Users of 
CESAD·RE·N·RE-*127 July 1989) {405-70c) 1st End Ml'". Cary/chr/6758 

storage in . Reservofros . 

Cdr, south Atlantic Div, Corp~ of Eng·lneers. Rooni 313 , 77 Forsyth Street, sw., 
.Atlanta, Georgia l>335-6801 ·11 AUG 1989 

FOR COil USACE (CECW-P) WASH DC 20314-1000 

1. It 1s a matter of sane urgency that a policy be established concernfng 
return flow from a users facilities relative to water supply contracts. Is 
ft appraprfate to cansidlr ret~rn flows at all and. ff so, to what extent? 
We have several pend1 ng contracts that may be impacted by our treat11ent of 
return flows. 

2.· We reconnend the Dfstrfct position be approved. 

FOR THE C01"4AHDER: 

CF: 
CESAM-RE-ffit 

... 
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Attachment F to AlA abama Letter (04/16/12)

CECW-PSaRB-MM/27 July 89) 2nd End Mr. Montvai/tf/272-1722 
sUBJBC'l':': ition ot Inflows to Corp• Reservoirs originating 
with ua · Storage in those Reservoir• 

900 · --· 1 '1 OCT ' g~ 

HQ, u.s. A.rlly Corp• ot E;ngineers, Washington, D. c. 20314-1000 

FOR commander, South Atlantic Division, ATTN: CESAD-R! 

1. Th• issue of disposition ot inflows to Corps reservoirs 
originating with users ot those reservoirs was discussed at a 
2-3 May 1988, conte;ence fn reservoir reallocation policy in SAD 
attended by ASA(CW), CWP, SAD, SAS, and SAM representatives. At 
that tillle FOA's were informed by CWP and ASA(CW) representatives 
that storage contracts should be made for the full a:mount of 
withdrawal regardless ot return flows and that water supply 
contracts should be based on the storage required to provide the 
total amount of water withdrawal required during a critical 
drought period. 

2. The corps contracts with non-Federal interests .for storage 
space and, although it makes estimates for specified critical 
periods, the corps does not guarantee a quantity of water. When 
water supply represents the only conservation pu.rpose and there 
is only one water supply user at a Corps project (such as a 
proje~t tor flood control and.water supply) all water within the · 
conservation storage is avail~ble to the non-Federal sponsor. In 
this situation return flows can be included in the sponsor's 
prediction of yield to be realized from the conservation storage. 

3. The issue of rights to return flows arises when a project 
serves more than one water supply sponsor or more than one 
conservation purpose. The Corps presently treats all inflows the 
same without regard to previous use of the water. The Corps 
authority to control water is limited to its presence within the 
Federal project. The corps has no authority to grant rights to 
water that has been withdrawn, u~ed, and then released. The 
states grant water rights and regulate water use. 

4. The obvious solution to a sponsor's need to reuse water is to 
excercise whatever rights it may have to design a closed system. 
When released back into the natural drainage system, the water 
becomes a part of the natural inflow and. may be used by several 
entities prior to its arrival at a Corps reservoir. The origin 
of the water and the proximity of a user to a Corps project are 
~ot appropriate considerations. Control over return flows would 
place the Corps in the position of indirectly conferring property 
rights w~ich is beyond its authorities. 
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CECW·PS~. 
st1BJIC!t · • •i ticn ot Inflow• to corps Reservoirs Originating 
with U•• Storage in those Reservoirs 

5. Th• present concept ~hat all conservation purposes and users 
receive a fair-share ot all inflows to our projects during 
critical periods is still considered to be the appropriate 
policy, therefore, storage contracts should be based on the total 
storage required to provide the total amount of water withdrawal 
required during a critical drought period. 

JIMMY F. BATES 
Chiet, Policy and Planning Division 
Directorate of Civil works 

.. 
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WILDLIFE RESOURCES DMSION 
MARK WILLIAMS 
COMMISSIONER 

Mr. Richard Morgan 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
100 West Oglethorpe A venue 
Savannah, Georgia 31401 

Dear Mr. Morgan: 

April 13, 2012 

DAN FORSTER 
DIRECTOR 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Glades Reservoir EIS. The Georgia 
Wildlife Resources Division (WRD) has identified topics of interest for your consideration in the 
development of the draft EIS. 

1) Water Quality. The proposed project includes a pump station on Glades Reservoir and raw water 
conveyance to an outfall located upstream of Belton Bridge. Potential impacts on water quality in 
the Chattahoochee River below the proposed outflow station should be addressed. There may be 
differences in such parameters as temperature, dissolved oxygen, and nutrient loads between the 
water flowing from upstream reaches in the Chattahoochee River and water that would be pumped 
from Glades Reservoir to supplement stream flow. 
2) Aquatic Resources and Recreation. Lake Lanier and the upstream Chattahoochee River provide 
popular sport fishing and recreational opportunities. Species such as striped bass, walleye, shoal 
bass, spotted bass, and other species utilize the stretch of river within the proposed project either 
seasonally or year-round. Analysis of the proposed project should address potential impacts to 
species utilizing this stretch of river. Additionally, anglers and other boaters use this stretch of river 
either floating (e.g. kayaks and canoes) from upstream access points or motor-boating from 
downstream boat ramps in Lake Lanier. The EIS should include assessment of any effects the project 
would have on recreational use of the river and upper end of Lake Lanier. 
3) Impingement and Entrainment. Evaluation of the proposed water intake structure on the 
Chattahoochee River should address adequate fish protection to ensure resident fish populations are 
not adversely effected due to impingement and entrainment. 

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to provide input into the Corps of Engineers' review of this 
proposed project. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact our Region Fisheries 
Superviser, JeffDumiak at (770) 535-5498. 

cc: John Biagi 
JeffDurniak 

Sincerely, 

!u}»L~ 
~F~rster 

~::~EfVEO 
2070 U.S. HIGHWAY 278 S.E. I SOCIAL CIRCLE, GEORGIA 30025- 711 _ _ _ Q l2 /,. ' '. ·112 ~ 

770.918.6400 I FAX 706.557.3030 I WWW.GEORGIAWILDLIFE.C Y: CESAS·RD-P f) 



United States Department of the Interior 

West Georgia Sub-Office 
Post Office Box 52560 
Fort Benning, Georgia 31995-2560 
Phone: (706) 544-6428 
Fax: (706) 544-6419 

Attn: Richard Morgan 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
100 West Oglethorpe Avenue 
Savannah, Georgia 31410 

Fish and Wildlife Service 
105 West Park Drive, Suite D 

Athens, Geor~ia 30606 
Phone: (706) 613-9493 
Fax: (706) 613-6059 

APR 11 2012 

RE: FWS Log No. NG-09-517-Hall 

Dear Mr. Morgan: 

Coastal Sub-O(fice 
4980 Wildlife Drive 
Townsend, Georgia 3 1331 
Phone: (912) 832-8739 
Fax: (912) 832-8744 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) is providing comments on the scope of study and 
alternatives for the Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in Hall County, 
Georgia. The proposed project is a new water supply reservoir with pipelines and pumping 
stations for withdrawing water from the Chattahoochee River and connecting with the existing 
Cedar Creek Reservoir. The proposed pumped-storage reservoir would be located on Flat Creek, 
a tributary to the Chattahoochee River upstream of Lake Sidney Lanier. We have reviewed the 
documents from the public scoping meeting and the website http//www.gladesreservoir.com. We 
submit the following comments on the project under provisions of the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act (44 Stat. 401 , as amended. 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) and the Endangered Species 
Act (ESA) of 1973 as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). 

The project, as proposed, consists of constructing an 850-foot long dam that would create an 
850-acre reservoir with a maximum depth of 116 feet. The proposed Glades Reservoir would 
impact approximately 94,121 linear feet of perennial and intermittent streams, and 39.20 acres of 
wetlands associated with the construction of the dam and the inundation of resources within the 
reservoir' s normal pool footprint (1,180 feet mean sea level). 

The Service's area of expertise and jurisdiction relevant to this project includes endangered and 
threatened species, aquatic resources (including wetlands and streams), and migratory birds. We 
recommend that the EIS include a thorough discussion of these topics. In addition, we have the 
following comments for the key areas of focus in the EIS. 

• Project Purpose and Need 
Hall County's need for 100 MGD as stated in the Need Certification (Hall County 2011) is 
based on population projections for Hall County of 833,333 and average water use of 
120 gallons per capita per day by the year 2060. Reports describing the methods for these 



projections should be included on the Glades Reservoir website so that the public has the 
opportunity to verify the projections used to justify the purpose and.need. Additionally, the 
Need Certification cited the July 17, 2009, ruling of Federal Judge Paul Magnuson in the tri
state water rights litigation as evidence that Lake Lanier provided inadequate supply. 
Considering that Judge Paul Magnuson ruling was overturned in appeal June 28, 2011, and the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) was given one year to determine water supply 
allocation of Lake Lanier, we recommend that the Need Certification be updated when all 
applicable information is available and the public has had an adequate opportunity to review 
and comment on the population and use projections. 

• Range of alternatives 
The preliminary alternatives analysis (Hall County 2011) considers a range of alternatives 
including avoidance alternatives, surface water alternatives, and minimization alternatives. 
The avoidance alternatives considered include: a) no action, b) water conservation, c) recycle 
and reuse of wastewater, d) groundwater, e) purchase of water, f) increase withdrawal from 
existing sources, and g) an upland reservoir(s). The surface water alternatives considered 
include: a) increase size/yield of existing reservoirs, b) traditional reservoirs, c) several 
traditional reservoirs, d) river intake system- without reservoir(s), e) river intake system- with 
reservoir(s) and f) multiple river intakes with storage reservoirs. The minimization alternatives 
considered include: a) combine water conservation with applicant's proposal, b) combine 
groundwater use with applicant's proposal, and c) reduce size ofreservoir for applicant's 
proposal. 

Although the range of avoidance alternatives is considerable, they were evaluated based on the 
need to meet the entire projected water supply need independently. Water supply challenges 
are rarely as simple as a single solution and we recommend that the alternatives analysis 
reflect the complexity of meeting these challenges. Combining water conservation, wastewater 
reuse, and groundwater sources would greatly reduce the water supply need and offer 
additional alternatives for meeting the water supply deficit. We recommend that after the Need 
Certification is updated based on water allocation decisions made by the USACE, the 
alternative analysis also be updated. The updated alternative analysis should include 
alternatives that consider combined avoidance measures in conjunction with surface water 
alternatives. Additionally, we recommend that surface water alternatives closer to the planned 
distribution source to reduce piping infrastructure be considered and evaluated. 

• Water Quantity and Hydrology 
One of the Service's primary concerns is how the project will affect downstream flows below 
Lake Lanier and the greater Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint watershed (ACF). The 
downstream flow study (Hall County 2011) prepared for the proposed project used the 
USACE ResSim model developed for the ACF to evaluate the impact of Glades reservoir. The 
conclusions of this study, as stated on page 13 of the report were: 

-The minimum instream flows (MIF) of the Chattachoochee River and Flat Creek just 
upstream of Lake Lanier would be maintained. 
-The proposed Glades Reservoir Project would have an impact on the inflow, pool 
elevation, and downstream releases of Lake Lanier. 
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-During a critical drought, inflow to Lake Lanier would decrease by 24 cubic feet per 
second with the proposed Glades Reservoir in place, primarily due to the diversion to 
Cedar Creek Reservoir for the Hall County water supply. The impacts on the downstream 
reservoirs would be less. 
-During a critical drought, the Lake Lanier pool elevation would decrease an annual 
average of 0.21 ft. for the 2007 withdrawals and returns, and an annual average of 0.29 ft. 
for the 2040 withdrawal and returns. The impact on the pool elevation of West Point Lake 
would be minimal, while the impact on the pool elevation of W .F. George Lake, and Lake 
Seminole would be negligible. 
-During a critical drought, the refill time of Lake Lanier would increase 1 day for the 
2007 withdrawals and returns, and 10 days for the 2040 withdrawals and returns. 
-The downstream releases from Lake Lanier and the downstream reservoirs would 
decrease by about the same amount as the decrease in inflows, but the MIF would be 
maintained. 
-The impacts during a drought would be slightly larger than those over a longer period of 
time. 
-The Judge Magnuson Worst Case Scenario would more than compensate for the impact 
of the Glades Reservoir Project so that reservoir inflows, outflows, and pool elevations 
would increase and refill times would decrease at most reservoirs. 
-Updating the Revised Interim Operating Plan by the USACE to reflect the Lake Lanier 
inflow changes attributable to the Glades Reservoir Project could mitigate and diffuse the 
impacts on Lake Lanier 

The above conclusions, however, are based on the current water allocation regime of the 
USACE. Currently, the USACE is updating the water control manual for the ACF watershed 
and making water allocation decisions for Lake Lanier. These decisions could impact the above 
conclusions. We recommend that the downstream flow study be updated after the conclusion of 
the water control manual updates when effects ofthis project can more accurately be assessed. 
Additionally, we recommend that the study also consider the water demand in 2060 (as 
opposed to 2040) to correspond with the projections in the Need Certification. 

Climate change projections should also be considered for this project. Critical droughts 
evaluated as part of the Glades Reservoir study used observations from past events. However, 
climate change projections for the ACF watershed, conducted by Georgia Institute of 
Technology, indicate that future droughts are likely to be more intense (Yao and Georgakakos 
2011 ). These results should be incorporated into the downstream flow analysis. 

• Water Quality 
When a reservoir is impounded, submerged·vegetation decomposes, depleting dissolved 
oxygen in reservoir water; release of this deoxygenated water can be lethal to fish 
downstream. Mercury naturally present in a harmless inorganic form in soil can be 
transformed by anaerobic organisms into methylmercury, an organic form. Depending on the 
level, methylmercury may be toxic to fish (and humans) and can be absorbed, concentrated, 
and passed up the aquatic food chain. 
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Another water quality issue for wildlife that is becoming prevalent in Georgia reservoirs in the 
Piedmont region is the introduction and proliferation of non-native submerged aquatic 
vegetation (SA V) such as hydrilla (Hydrilla verticillata), Brazilian elodea (Egeria densa), and 
Eurasian waterrnilfoil (Myriophyllium spicatum). Aquatic plants provide ecosystem services in 
reservoir systems at the micro and macro scale: from nutrient cycling to fish habitat. 
Submerged aquatic vegetation provides structure for littoral fish and invertebrate communities 
that in turn provide food to pelagic fishes (Diehl and Komijow 1997; Valley et al. 2004 ). 
Although non-native SA V has been reported to have both positive and negative impacts on 
fisheries and waterfowl, only negative impacts have been documented on drinking water 
intake, hydropower activities, and the disease, Avian Vacuolar Myelinopathy (AVM). 

Research has linked AVM, an often lethal disease that affects waterbirds and raptors, to a 
toxin produced by a previously undescribed cyanobacterium in the order Stigonematales 
(Birrenkott et al. 2004; Wilde et al 2005; Williams et al. 2007; Wiley et al. 2008; Haynie 
2008). Birds that eat aquatic vegetation with the epiphytic cyanobacterium, such as the 
American coot (Fulica americana) and dabbling ducks ingest the toxin and often die of A VM. 
Bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and other raptors that eat affected waterbirds also die 
of A VM. A total of 73 bald eagles have died of A VM since 1998 at Strom Thurmond 
Reservoir, including a record 17 eagles in 2000, and 8 in 2012. These mortality events have 
effectively eliminated all territories and successful nests on the reservoir. Other waterfowl are 
also affected if exposed to the toxin:-producing cyanobacterium. A VM positive birds have 
been found in numerous drinking water and hydroelectric reservoirs in the Piedmont areas of 
Georgia, including Henry, Newton, Clayton, Morgan and Forsyth Counties. 

Currently, the only proposed management option to reduce A VM-attributed mortalities is to 
remove the SA V, which provides substrate for the epiphytic cyanobacterium, through 
chemical or biological means. The chemical method can be expensive if the fast-growing SAV 
takes over the shallow areas of the shoreline and introduction of chemicals into a drinking 
water reservoir would have other considerations and impacts. A less expensive alternative 
without drinking water restrictions, is stocking the reservoir with sterile grass carp 
(Ctenopharyngodon idella) which eat the SAV, but do not appear to transfer the AVM toxin 
to their avian predators (Haynie 2008). The Glades Reservoir EIS should discuss the design 
of the reservoir in relation to creating potential habitat for SA V and should also include a 
contingency plan for quick response removal of invasive SA V. 

Measures to investigate and correct these and any other potential water quality resulting from 
reservoir construction and operation should be included in the EIS. 

• Aquatic Ecology, Wildlife and Wetlands 
In addition to affecting water quality for fish and wildlife as discussed above, reservoir 
construction and operation can significantly impact aquatic communities by altering 
downstream flows, fra&>menting and destroying stream and wetland habitat, and 
impinging/entraining fish and their eggs. Each of these impacts is discussed below and 
should be addressed in the EIS. 
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Downstream Flows: The proposed project will result in reduced downstream flows, which 
can have numerous effects on aquatic ecology including: increased concentrations of 
contaminants, increased water temperatures, lower dissolved oxygen, reduced sediment 
transport, and reduced habitat availability, all of which can reduce populations of aquatic 
organisms. A comprehensive assessment on how reduced flows could specifically impact 
aquatic organisms in the ACF Basin is presented in our Draft FWCA report to the USACE 
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 201 1). 

Habitat Loss: Inundating 18 miles of free-flowing stream habitat and 39.20 acres of 
associated wetlands will significantly deplete natural aquatic habitat within the Flat Creek 
watershed. These wetlands and streams provide diverse habitat for a number of fish and 
wildlife species. The section of stream closest to the dam site is in excellent condition with 
many riffles and pools, and a diverse vegetative community. Aquatic communities will be 
changed from stream fish, mussels and aquatic insects and invertebrates to lentic species that 
occur in still or lake waters. 

Habitat Continuity: In addition to destroying stream habitat, the Glades reservoir dam will 
further fragment stream connectivity, and block fish migration and recolonization in a 
watershed that has already been significantly impacted by Lake Lanier. Fragmentation of 
stream habitat impacts smaller riverine fish, such as minnows, darters, and madtoms. 
Populations isolated in areas upstream of dams are subject to extirpation when reproductive 
failure or high mortality due to drought or other factors cannot be counterbalanced by 
recolonization from downstream sources (Winston et al. 1991 ). In contrast, research indicates 
that disturbed fish communities can quickly return to their original abundances if fish have 
unrestricted access to the reaches and the environment returns to its original state (Peterson 
and Bayley 1993 ). Curtailment of fish migrations in rivers is thought to have contributed to 
the precipitous decline in North American mussels. Nearly all native mussels depend on one 
or more fish species to serve as hosts for the immature stage, the glochidia. By blocking fish 
movements, dams have eliminated host fish availability in reaches otherwise supportive of 
mussel populations (Williams et al. 1993). 

Entrainment and Impingement: The EIS should address structure design to evaluate potential 
long-term impacts on fish populations due to entrainment and impingement. Entrainment 
occurs when fish and/or their eggs and larvae are killed or injured when they are drawn into a 
water intake and cannot escape. Impingement occurs when an organism is sucked against an 
intake screen and is unable to free itself. Impacts are likely to vary by species depending on 
swimming ability, sensitivity to contact with hard surfaces, and intake design. 

• Threatened and Endangered Species 
The 2003 Threatened and Endangered Species Survey (Straight et al. 2003) did not locate any 
endangered or threatened species in Flat Creek (Hall 2011), and we concur with that finding. 
However, the Chattahoochee River was not surveyed at the proposed intake location, where 
the above mentioned entrainment and impingement would occur. We are now reviewing 
several aquatic species in the north Georgia area in regard to the need for listing under the 
ESA. We currently do not have comprehensive information about where these species occur, 
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and therefore recommend that the applicant survey for aquatic fish and mussels above and 
below the location of the proposed intake structure on the Chattahoochee River. 

We prepared a Biological Opinion in 2008 for the impacts of the Revised Interim Operating 
Plan for Jim Woodruff Dam on three federally protected mussels in the Apalachicola River 
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2008). If the Glades Reservoir causes changes in the flow 
release below the Woodruff Dam, consultation may need to be reinitiated for the 
Apalachicola mussels. This possibility should be discussed in the EIS. 

• Mitigation and Monitoring 
Due to the loss of fish and wildlife habitat associated with the proposed project, mitigation 
will be a very important factor in assessing cumulative effects. We recommend that multiple 
mitigation options be considered in an alternatives analysis type process that may also be 
considered and commented on by the public as part of the EIS process. 

Summary 
The major impacts of this reservoir include: (1) changes in hydrology throughout the ACF Basin; 
(2) potential adverse impacts to water quality; and (3) impacts on aquatic ecology, wildlife, and 
wetlands, including loss of stream and wetland habitat. 

In addition to the above, we are concerned about the lack of water conservation, water efficiency 
measures, and drought contingency plans associated with this reservoir. The cumulative loss of 
natural stream and wetland habitat in the entire ACF watershed and potential effect on 
downstream aquatic resources is an important issue that should be addressed in the EIS. 

These views constitute the report of the Department of the Interior. Please contact staff biologist 
Deborah Harris (Deborah C Harris@fws.gov; 706-613-9493 X 224) or Eric Prowell 
(Eric Prowell@fws.gov, 352-264-3580) if you have questions or require additional information. 

cc: 
M. Harris, GADNR, Social Circle 
B. Lord, EPA, Atlanta 
K, GAEPD, Atlanta 
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Sincerely, 

Sandra S. Tucker 
Field Supervisor 
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:J{ouse of !l(epresentatives 
ROOM 409 

COVERDELL OFFICE BUILDING 
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30334 

(404) 656-0116 

DEBBIE BUCKNER 
DEMOCRATIC CAUCUS SECRETARY 

REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICT 130 
780 FIELDERS MILL ROAD 

JUNCTION CITY, GEORGIA 31812 
(706) 269-3630 EMAIL: Debbie.buckner@house.ga.gov 

US Army Corps of Engineers 
Attention: Regulatory Division 
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April 17, 2012 

STANDING COMMITTEES: 
NATURAL RESOURCES & ENVIRONMENT 

RETIREMENT 
STATE INSTUTIONS & PROPERTY 

ETHICS 

Re: Glade Reservoir EIS project- Permit Application #SAS-2007-00388 

To whom it may Concern: 

As a State Representative and a resident of the area bordered by the 
Chattahoochee and the Flint Rivers I have some grave concerns and a number of 
questions about the proposed Glade Reservoir and how it will impact those of us 
downstream from the project. 

As you well know, the Apalachicola, Chattahoochee and Flint River system 
has been in litigation for over 22 years between the states of Georgia, Alabama, 
and Florida plus other affected parties. I cannot help but wonder if the issuance of 
a permit for the Glades Reservoir is premature until that litigation is complete. I 
have an additional concern that the issuance of the permit could affect the outcome 
of the litigation. Will the potential impact on this litigation be a consideration in the 
permitting process? 

In all of the publicity regarding the Glades Reservoir it is being alluded to as 
a water supply reservoir but I have not seen any information regarding the plans 
for the proposed water treatment facility. Are the water treatment facility plans a 
required element of this drinking water reservoir permit? If the water treatment 
facility plans are not a requirement of the Glade Reservoir EIS project - Permit 
Application what type enforcement will be employed by the US Army Corps of 
Engineers that this reservoir will indeed be used as a "drinking water reservoir"? 



It is my understanding there is a disagreement between Hall County and the 
city of Gainesville related to this permit request. In a number of the 
environmental permits processes within the state of Georgia agreement of 
neighboring governing authorities is required prior to permitting. It would seem to 
me; this conflict should be resolved prior to EIS NEPA study since the project might 
change significantly as a result of the dispute. I would like to know how that 
conflict impacts the permitting process. 

It has been brought to my attention that if Glades Reservoir is built and 
water is pumped to the Cedar Creek Reservoir, the distributed water would be 
waste water treated and discharged into the Oconee River system. Have studies 
have been done to scientifically understand the impact on either the donor or 
receiving basin? What did we learn from those studies? 

Due to the continuing threat of drought and how that raises such serious 
concerns for the entire State, will all lake levels and water availability considered in 
this proposed EIS NEPA study on the Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers be based 
upon drought levels? 

I greatly appreciate your dedication and I look forward to learning the 
answers to my questions and concerns. 

~~~ 
State Representative Debbie G. Buckner 
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Attention: Regulatory Division 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
l 00 West Oglethorpe A venue 
Savannah, Georgia 31401-3640 

April 16, 2012 

RE: Proposed Glades Farm Reservoir, 
File Number SAS-2007-00388 

To Whom It May Concern: 

This letter is to comment on the proposed Glades Farm Reservoir 
referenced above. I understand that the comment period for this project closes 
on Tuesday, April 17, and I feel I would be remiss in not taking advantage to 
express my concerns. 

This reservoir, as currently proposed, represents a significant expense on 
the part of Hall County and, as far as I can tell, there is limited comment on 
exactly who will pay this expense. As the Mayor of the third largest 
municipality in Hall County, I am concerned that this burden will fall on either 
Hall County taxpayers or City of Gainesville Water customers. Please be 
informed that City of Oakwood residents and commercial entities (such as 
Gainesville State College and Lanier Technical College) are customers of the 
Gainesville water system, so if either funding mechanism is used, our citizens 
will be impacted. 

While not specifically opposed to the reservoir, the City of Oak.wood is 
concerned about the cost of its construction and who will pay for it. Especially 
in light of these tough economic conditions, I simply must question as to 
whether or not now is the time to embark on such a costly endeavor when it 
seems the demand for this raw water has not really been firmly established. 

Thank you for the opportunity to express my concerns, and please feel 
free to contact either me or City Manager Stan Brown if you have any questions 
or need any additional information. 

Sincerely, 

/1,t~ Y>~ I 

H. Lamar Scroggs 
Mayor 

' I /' 
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Col. Jeffery M. Hall 
Savannah District Corps of Engineers 
100 West Oglethorpe Ave. 
Savannah, GA 3 1401 

April 12, 2012 

C1" C RE: Glades Reservoir Project 

• c= Dear Col. Hall: 

~ Thb~ Gwinn.ett Cmd111tyff'Depahrt1~e
1
1

1
1t o~Water Resources has reviewed the applicant's proposal for the 

~ su ~ect proJect an o crs t c 10 owmg comments. 

t,:.() 
It appears this project will reduce the yield of the Chattahoochee River basin in Lake Lanier and 
below Buford Dam for the Metro Atlanta area. This project will directly take water that would flow 
into Lake Lanier and store it above Lake Lanier for use by I !all County and others. The project 
would also send water to the Cedar Creek reservoir. The Cedar Creek reservoir is in the Oconee 
River basin and this movement of the Chattahoochee River water to the Oconee River basin would 
constitute "interbasin transfer." 

We understand the need for raw water supply for Hall County however, the I I 1h Circuit Comi of 
Appeals has ruled that water supply is an authorized purpose of I ,ake Lanier, the largest reservoir in 
north Georgia. 

The Gwinnett County Department of Water Resources is concerned with the impact of an interbasin 
transfer out of the Chattahoochee River basin along with the need for a reservoir immediately above 
I ,ake Lanier. 

Sincerely. 
GWINNETT COUNTY DEP /\RTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

I ,ynn A. Smarr 
Assistant DiTector 

C: , File , 

.. ~ ' ,. 
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April 11, 2012 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Attention: Mr. Richard Morgan 
100 West Oglethorpe Avenue 
Savannah, Georgia 31401-3640. 

Re: Proposed Glades Reservoir. File Number SAS-2007-00388 

Dear Mr. Morgan: 

Yesterday we received the County's response to our letter of March 1, 2012 informing the 
Corps that the City of Gainesville is the lessee and equitable owner of the Cedar Creek 
Reservoir. While acknowledging the validity of the 2006 Intergovernmental Agreement, the 
County states that it "maintain[s] ownership" of the reservoir. This is true but irrelevant. 
Although the County does maintain a share of the ownership of Cedar Creek Reservoir, for 
now, it does not possess the rights necessary to use this project in the manner proposed. The 
County will be the minority owner by 2019-likely before the project is even built-and the 
County has already granted to the City of Gainesville the rights of a lessee. Therefore the 
County cannot use Cedar Creek Reservoir in conjunction with the Glades Farm project 
without the City's consent, and the City has not consented. As envisioned by the 2006 
Intergovernmental Agreement, Gainesville intends to integrate Cedar Creek Reservoir into its 
own system, and it has already invested considerable sums toward this end. 

Separately, as a supplement to the legal issues addressed in the March 1 letter, we have 
asked the Jacobs Engineering Group to provide a technical review of the proposal in its 
current form. The resulting letter is attached for your consideration. 

The issues noted by Jacobs explain, in part, why the City is not interested in participating in 
the Glades Farm Project and why the City has yet to consent to the use of Cedar Creek 
Reservoir in conjunction with it. They also explain why the City continues to believe that Lake 
Lanier is its best option for obtaining future water supplies. If the Army chooses to process 
the County's application in its current form, without requiring the County to submit a new 
application that does not depend on the use of Cedar Creek Reservoir, we ask that these 
issues be addressed in the Environmental Impact Statement and as part of the public interest 
review. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Best Regards, 

~~ 
Council Member Robert L. Hamrick 

Council Member Myrtle W. Figueras 

12~ 1-1-~ 
Council Member RuI~, ... " --· 

cc: Jud Turner, GaEPD Director A~ ~~~ 'i E 
Kip Padgett, City Manager · , •. , 
Kelly J. Randall, Public Utilities Director [. · ' ,J i'.O 12 
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JACOBS 

April 11, 2012 

Mr. Danny Dunagan, Mayor 
City of Gainesville 
300 Henry Ward Way 
Suite 303 P.O. Box 2496 
Gainesville, Georgia 30501 

Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. 
745 South Milledge Avenue 
Athens, Georgia 30605 USA 
706.353.2868 

RE: Scoping Comments on the proposed Glades Reservoir Project, Hall County, Georgia 
(Permit Application #SAS-2007-00388) 

Dear Mayor Dunagan: 

Per the City of Gainesville's request, Jacobs Engineering Group (Jacobs) has reviewed the publicly 
provided information on the proposed Glades Reservoir project. Our written Scoping Comments I 
professional opinion of the material on the above permit applicant's website 
(www.gladesreservoir.com) are provided to the City for your consideration and submission to the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USAGE) as a part of the public comment process. 

These comments were prepared at the City Council's direction to assist the USAGE in the 
development of alternatives to elements of this project, and in evaluating the potential impacts in 
accordance with the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) being prepared for the Glades Reservoir 
project under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). As you know, Jacobs has prepared 
hundreds of NEPA documents for many clients and several lead agencies, from Categorical 
Exclusions to Environmental Assessments to EISs, which include two major EISs in Georgia that 
completed the NEPA process and concluded in Records of Decision. 

As the County seat and the major public water and wastewater service provider in Hall County, the 
City is a vitally interested stakeholder in the Glades Reservoir project and will experience significant 
effects, both direct and indirect (see Council on Environmental Quality Regulation 1508.8), upon 
implementation of the current proposal. As previously expressed in the City's letter to the USACE 
dated March 1, 2012, the Glades Reservoir is a Hall County project. Jacobs appreciates the 
opportunity to provide comments to the City on the project's technical aspects. 

We understand the City of Gainesville does not oppose the construction of additional reservoir 
storage for future water supply in Hall County. In fact, the Glades site may turn out to be the most 
advantageous location for a future water supply source. However, the project as proposed represents 
at least a $200-$300 million investment, and the County appears to assume that cost will have to be 
borne by City of Gainesville's water ratepayers, who are located in both the City and the County. If 
the County is assuming funding sources other than the City of Gainesville's water ratepayers, these 
sources should be identified in the EIS. Additionally, there may be significant operational issues with 
the configuration of the prqject as presented. The following comments delineate issues from the 
above-referenced Section 404 Permit application (dated June 10, 2011) that are of concern to the City 
and which need to be updated or otherwise addressed in the EIS: 

o The basis for justification of need for the Glades project appears to be the 2009 
Magnuson decision, which limited access to Lake Lanier; however, that decision has 

Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. 
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been overturned by the 11th Circruit Court of Appeals, which also gave the USACE one 
year to make a final determination on the State of Georgia's request for water supply 
storage in Lake Lanier. Because a portion of the State's water supply request is 
intended for the City of Gainesville, the final determination on this request should be 
taken into account before any decision is made about the need for the Glades 
Reservoir project; at least to the extent the County has identified the City as a potential 
customer. 

In addition, the USACE Mobile District is currently preparing an updated Master Water 
Control Manual for its projects in the ACF Basin. This document may also affect the 
water supply available from Lake Lanier. Both of these documents are critical to the· 
evaluation of the water supply situation at Lake Lanier. 

For the Glades Reservoir EIS, the "no action alternative• should consider the City 
continuing to provide water needs throughout the planning period via its existing plants 
on Lake Lanier. The alternatives analysis should also consider the amount of water 
available through existing City intakes on Lake Lanier if the current USAGE policy on 
return inflow credits is revised, as has recently been discussed. 

If the County is assuming that the project would be funded by the City of Gainesville 
water ratepayers within both the City and County, it would require a major financial 
commitment by the City of Gainesville Water and Sewer Enterprise Fund. Given the 
City's current revenue stream from water sales, each additional $1 Million in operating 
expense or debt service roughly equals a 3.5% increase in required water rate 
revenues. At this time, depending on the level of grants or other non-debt funding 
sources, it appears the cost of the project could result in an increase in current water 
rates of 50%-75%. The EIS should evaluate the physical, social, and economic effects 
of the Glades Reservoir project on the City of Gainesville's water system and on the 
water ratepayers. 

o The EIS should verify the system yield of the proposed Glades Reservoir project. The 
water supply project as outlined proposes to maintain annual 7010 flow at the 
Chattahoochee River withdrawal site. This appears to be in contravention to the State 
of Georgia Department of Natural Resources Board interim instream flow policy 
(effective date April 1, 2001) requiring the maintenance of at least monthly 7010 
minimum flows. or the 30/60/40% average annual daily flow option at riverine 
withdrawal points. If standard DNR/EPD policy were applied, the yield of the Glades 
Reservoir project would very likely be substantially below the 80 million gallons per day 
(MGD) claimed in the Section 404 Permit application. The EIS should state what the 
yield of the Glades Reservoir project would be under standard EPD permitting 
conditions, namely monthly 7010 or 30/60/40% mean annual average flow 
requirements. A determination of impacts should be balanced against this yield as a 
more likely actual yield if the project were permitted. 

o The EIS should consider the environmental impacts of the proposed Hall County 
project for supplying water to the Gainesville finished water system via a Cedar Creek 
Water Treatment Plant, versus the City's current and planned operations. The 
construction of 94,000 feet of large diameter pipe (23,500 feet of raw water 
transmission line from the Chattahoochee River to Glades Reservoir and 70,500 feet of 

Jacobs E:ngineering Group Inc. 
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raw water transmission line from the Chattahoochee River to the Cedar Creek 
Reservoir, as proposed in the Section 404 Permit application) will have social, 
economic and environmental impacts that need to be addressed in the EIS. Impacts of 
major finished water transmission system improvements should also be considered. 
The plan should also compare the proposed plan against locating a new plant at some 
other "strategic" location. 

The EIS should consider .the social, economic and environmental effects of rebuilding 
the Gainesville water system to co·nvey large amounts of water from the Cedar Creek 
Reservoir back into the existing water delivery system. As proposed, the water supply 
system would withdraw raw water from the Chattahoochee River just north of USAGE 
Lake Lanier jurisdiction at approximately elevation 1080 msl. Raw water would be 
pumped to the nearest road at approximately elevation 1350, then over to the 
Chattahoochee-Oconee Basin divide near Lula at approximately elevation 1310 msl, 
where it would flow by gravity to the Cedar Creek Reservoir at elevation 990 msl. 
From this low point, water would have to be treated and pumped into the existing 
Gainesville water system, which has a hydraulic grade line elevation of 1465 msl over 
much of its area. The water treatment, pumping and transmission infrastructure to 
overcome a static head of 400+ feet does not appear to have been included in the 
Section 404 Permit application. Furthermore, a significant amount of additional head 
will be required to overcome the friction losses associated with pumping 86.4 MGD 
(referenced in the Safe Yield Analysis as part of the Section 404 Permit application) 
through a new Cedar Creek Water Treatment Plant. The evaluation should consider 
the energy implications of this pumping and processing scheme through a life-cycle 
cost analysis, comparing the proposed option to expansion of the current water supply 
system. 

o The social, economic, and environmental impacts of linking the Cedar Creek and 
Glades Reservoirs should be fully evaluated. Specifically, it appears the "linkagen may 
provide some savings related to raw water transmission by placing a major water 
treatment plant at Cedar Creek. These "savings" should be contrasted with the costs 
associated with building a major water treatment plant at the Cedar Creek site, the 
accumulation of silt in the relatively small Cedar Creek Reservoir ultimately reducing its 
water supply storage capacity, the cost of abandoning the City's current treatment 
facilities, and the major reconstruction/modification of the existing finished water 
transmission system to feed the system via a new plant at Cedar Creek. Perhaps a 
more strategically located plant site could mitigate these issues. 

· o The EIS should consider alternatives that convey water directly from the Glades 
Reservoir to the existing Gainesville Lakeside and/or Riverside Water Treatment 
Plants . . This appears to be a much more direct and efficient method to operate the 
Glades Reservoir project than conveying water to the Cedar Creek Reservoir. For 
example, the City's Lakeside Water Treatment Plant was designed and constructed to 
be expandable from the current 10 MGD to a future 100 MGD capacity. Another option 
that should be considered would be the potential for a new water treatment plant near 
the Glades Reservoir at a future date. A plant in this location would serve north Hall 
County much more efficiently than the proposed scheme. 

Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to prepare these comments. Please feel free to contact the author 
(benton.williams@jacobs.com, 678-427-7189) if clarification or further information is needed. 

JACOBS ENGINEERING GROUP INC. 

Benton H. Williams, P.E. 
Utility Management Consultant 

Cc: Gainesville City Council 
Kip Padgett, City Manager 
Kelly J. Randall, Public Utilities Director 

Jacobs E11r1i11eeri119 Group ltlc. 
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Protecting the Environment 

Apri l 10, 2012 

Mr. Richard Morgan, Project Manager 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
Regulatory Division 
1 00 West Oglethorpe Ave 
Savannah, GJ\ 31401-3640 

Re: Glades Reservoir, Hall County GA 
File # SAS-2007-00388 

Dear Mr. Morgan: 

Columbus Water Works (CWW), a downstream interest, of the proposed project has the 
following comments: 

I. The Glades Reservoir project is consistent with recommendations from the Middle 
Chattahoochee Regional Water Planning Council, the Upper flint Regional Water 
Planning Council and Lower Flint Regional Water Planning Council. All three councils 
recommended additional storage in the ACF basin to assist in meeting current and future 
needs. 

2. The Metro North Georgia Water Planning District and the Middle Chattahoochee 
Regional Water Planning Council acknowledge that septic tanks and LJ\S arc highly 
consumptive water uses. Therefore, CWW requests that water withdrawn from the 
Glades Reservoir be utilized only for purposes that yield a 75% or higher wastewater 
return rate in order to minimize the impact to downstream uses. 

3. CWW recommends that no inter-basin transfers from the Chattahoochee Basin occur due 
to withdrawals from the Glades Reservoir, such that impacts to downstream interests are 
minimized. 

4. In order to minimize impacts to downstream interest, it is imperative that a sound flow 
management strategy be developed and followed. Such a flow management strategy 
should be part of a more holistic ACF :flow management plan, possibly the USA CE 
Operating Plan or the future ACFS Sustainable Water Management Plan. This way the 
overall ACF system benefits from increased storage without negative impacts to other 

v._ J) 
2 2012] 
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users can be better demonstrated. CWW would like the ability to comment on the flow 
management plan, when one is drafted. 

CWW appreciates this opportunity to share our comments. 

Sincerely, 

- ~ 
Steven R. Davis, P.E. 
Senior Vice President of Engineering and Field Services 
Columbus Water Works 



HALL COUNTY GOVERNMENT 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

April 9, 2012 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Attn: Richard Morgan 
Post Office Box 889 
Savannah, Georgia 31412 

Dear Mr. Morgan: 

Thank you for forwarding the March 1, 2012 City of Gainesville letter commenting on 
the proposed Hall County Glades Water Supply Reservoir. We concur with many of 
the points of this letter. 

The Glades Water Supply Project is, as Gainesville noted, not planned to supplant the 
maximum amount of water withdrawal allowed by the Corps of Engineers from Lake 
Lanier. As demonstrated in the Water Supply Needs Analysis submitted as part of our 
Section 404 application, the reservoir project is planned to meet the Year 2060 Hall 
County water supply needs which will exceed the water to be withdrawn directly from 
Lake Lanier by the City of Gainesville. Hall County totally supports this Lake Lanier 
water withdrawa l and we totally support the maximum allocation of Lake Lanier water 
to the City of Gainesville. However, there will be a significant unmet water need in 
Hall County in the year 2060. This unmet need is projected to be 72.5 mgd and is 
proposed to be met by the Glades Reservoir Project. 

We agree with the City of Gainesville that the proposed Glades Reservoir is not part of 
the 2006 agreement between Hall County and the City of Gainesville. We appreciate 
the continuing statements of Gainesville that it does not oppose this project. As 
stated in our 404 application, Gainesville is the treated drinking water provider in Hall 
County. 

We disagree with the City of Gainesville on the ownership of the existing Cedar Creek 
Reservoir. We maintain ownership of this reservoir and we own the water withdrawal 
permits for this reservoir. 

Hall County and the City of Gainesville continue to negotiate to resolve the differences 
we have over the use of the Cedar Creek Reservoir and other water issues. We are 
optimistic that an amicable agreement will be reached for the good of all Hall County's 
citizens. We look forward to the EIS continuing to move forward. 
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Sincerely, 

~ 
Tom Oliver, Chairman 

~' 

k.~ ..,,, 
Scott Gibbs, District 3 

Cc: Jud Turner, Director, EPD 
Mayor & City Council, City of Gainesville 
Katie Freas, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
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PINK.I JACKEL 
District One 

March 21 , 2012 

Regulatory Division, Savannah District 
USA COE 
100 West Oglethorpe Ave. 
Savannah, GA 31401 

Re: Glades Reservoir Public Comment 

Dear Sirs: 

The Franklin County Board of County Commissioners unanimously objects to the 
creation of the Glades Reservoir. The Board is adamantly opposed to this reservoir, or 
any reservoir, that is going to withdraw more water from the Chattahoochee River 
system. The Chattahoochee River ultimately flows into the Apalachicola Bay and the 
Bay is already suffering stress from lack of freshwater. The creation of the Glades 
Reservoir is only to compound this problem. 

The Board is trying to protect its economic base and a national environmental 
treasure in protecting the water flow into the Apalachicola Bay. The USACOE and the 
state of Georgia need to develop other ways of providing water for human consumption 
than by continuing to take it out of a river system that serves other states. We are all well 
aware of the 20 year legal battle the Corps is in as it tries to explain why it has allowed 
the current level of water removal. The creation of another reservoir that is going to be 
filled by removing more water is an illogical approach to so lving the water consun1ption 
demands of Atlanta. 

The Board requests that the USA COE not permit the creation of the Glades 
Reservoir. If you need additional information, please feel free to contact me al 850-653-
9783, ext. 161. 

Cc: Franklin County Commission 

CHERYL SANDERS 
District Two 

Sincerely, ~ 

PX~ c__;~----
..12:n C. Pierce, Director 

Administrative Services 

NOAH LOCKLEY, JR. 
District Three 

JOSEPH PARRJSH 
District Four 

BEVIN PUTNAL 
District Five 
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March 1, 2012 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Attention: Regulatory Division 
100 West Oglethorpe Avenue 
Savannah, Georgia 31401- 3640. 

Re: Proposed Glades Reservoir, File Number SAS-2007-00388 

The City of Gainesville appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed 
Glades Farm project. Gainesville provides water and sewer services to its own 
residents and to large portions of Hall County- a geo6,raphic area of 
approximately 400 square miles including Clermont, Buford, Oakwood, 
Braselton, Flowery Branch, Gillsville, and portions of the Lula area. The City 
provides water to Hall County residents pursuant_ to a master Service Delivery 
Strategy Agreement and a 2006 Intergovernmental Agreement pursuant to 
which the City assumed responsibility for the entire Hall County water system. 
Although the Glades Farm property was specifically excluded from that 
agreement, we do have a substantial interest in the project. We are writing to 
bring two specific issues to your attention. 

First, Hall County's application for a reservoir permit should not be construed as 
an indication that Gainesville is pursuing alternatives to Lake Lanier. Lanier 
continues to be the City's preferred option for future supply. We have invested 
considerable resources in litigation and mediation over the past two decades to 
secure this supply, and, in light of the Eleventh Circuit's decision in the Tri
State Water Rights Litigation, we see no further impediment to obtaining it. Our 
plans may change depending on the Corps' decision on remand from the 
Eleventh Circuit, but that is our focus for now. 

Second, whereas we don' t oppose the Glades Farm project, Hall County's 
proposal for the Glades project will need to be revised to exclude the Cedar 
Creek Reservoir unless other arrangements can be made between the City and 
County. As mentioned above, the County and City entered into an 
intergovernmental agreement in 2006 by which the County transferred its entire 
water system to Gainesville. Although Glades Farm was excluded from that 
agreement, Cedar Creek was not. Gainesville has already invested substantial 
sums to integrate Cedar Creek into its own system pursuant to this agreement, 
and Gainesville has not agreed to the County's alternative proposal. 

As to the legal rights involved, the 2006 intergovernmental agreement is 
attached for your reference. Assets were transferred to the City in exchange for 
the City's agreement to assume outstanding debt and to operate and maintain the 
water system. Specific assets subject to the agreement are listed in an appendix, 

DMSLIBRARYOl-18278421.l 
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and the list includes Cedar Creek Reservoir. The agreement provides that Hall 
County will automatically transfer ownership of I/25th of the system to 
Gainesvil1e each year, such that full ownership will be transferred by 2032. The 
agreement has been fully implemented by both sides and is still in effect. 
Therefore Gainesville will be the majority owner of Cedar Creek Reservoir by 
2019. And, because the agreement was also structured as a lease-purchase, 
Gainesville has already assumed all the rights of a lessee. 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Best Regards, 

enc. Intergovernmental Agreement 

cc: Jud Turner 
Kip Padgett 
Kelly Randall 

Council Member Robert L. Hamrick 

~u1'~~ 
Coun \iM;mber Myrtl W. Figueras 

Council Member Ruth H. Bruner 



HALL COUNTY - GAINESVILLE 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL LEASE AND MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT 

CONCERNING THE HALL COUNTY WATER SYSTEM 

This intergovernmental lease and managemenfagreernent, entered into as of the · 

_ 17th day of January , 2006, by and between HALL COUNTY, · · · · 

GEORGIA, a political subdivision of the State of Georgia, by and through is duly . 

authorized governing authority, the Board of Commissioners of Hall County, Georgia, 

(hereinafter refoITed to as "Hall County"), and the CITY OF GAINESVILLE, 

GEORGIA, a municipal corporation by and through its duly authorized governing 

authority, the Gainesville City Council, (hereinafter referred to as "Gainesville"), the 

purpose of which lease agreement is to set forth responsibilities and obligations of each 

party as may be relevant to the Hall County Water System within HaH County, as 

established by the parties hereto. This agreement as it relates to stich issues shall provide 

as follows: 

WHEREAS, Gainesville owns and ?perates a water treatment and distribution 

system, and Hall County owns a water distribution system; and 

WHEREAS, Gainesville and Hall County have agreed to operate tbe two water 

sysiems as one waler system; and 

WHEREAS, the Georgia Environmental Protection Division has requested Hall 

County pe1manently dedicate or provide a Jong term lease of the Hall County water 

distribution system to Gainesville to facili tate state permitting for e.fficient operations and 

provide forresponsible accountability of the water system as a whole. 

NOW THEREFORE, it is agreed between Hall County and Gainesville as 

foliows: 

1. 

The previous agreements listed below shall be null, void, and of no effect as of 

the date of execution of this agreement: 
. . 

.. HALL COUNTY - GAINESVILLE INTERGOVERNMENTAL A,GREEMENT 
CONCERNING THE OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF THE HALL 
COlJNTY WATER SYSTEM, executed January 20, 2004 

• A JOINT RESOLUTION OF THE CITY O'F GAINESVILLE AND HALL 
COUNTY, GEORGIA ESTABLISHING THE POLICY AND GUIDELJNES 



FOR DEVELOPMENT OF AN OPERATIONALLY UNIFIED WATER 
SYSTEM AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES, executed September 12, 1997 

• INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT, executed May 13, 1998 
• ELEMENT ONE OF THE OPERATIONAL AND MANAGEMENT 

AGR,EEMENT TO PROVIDE POLICY AND PROCEDURES GOVERNING 
DEVELOPER CONSTRUCTED WATER MAIN EXTENSION, executed June 
18, 1998 . 

o A JOINT RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF GAINESVILLE AND HALL 
COUNTY, GEORGIA, CONTINUATION OF THE POLICY AND 
GUIDELINES FOR DEVELOPMENT OF AN OPERATIONALLY UNIFIED 
WATER SYSTEM AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES, executed December 28, 
1998 

2. 

Gainesville and Hall County agree the -$5,000,000.00 paid by Hall County to the City 

of Gainesville as a part of the construction cost of the "South Hall Water Treatment 

Plant," now known as the "Lakeside Water Treatment Plant" shall not be repaid or 

refunded, The City of Gaines.ville is not indebted to Hall County in any amount for the 

constmction of the South Hall Water Treatment Plant. However, these monies shall be 

credited to~ar~ the Lakeside Water Treatment Plant as part_ of future water rate 

differential studies as was previm1sly agreed. 

3. 

Gainesville and Hall County agree to provide fur a City-County rate differential study 

and tax equity study whereby the criteria for the studies; the selection of the consultants 

and the funding of the studies shall be shared jointly. A joint committee composed of 

representatives appointed by the City of Gainesville and Hall County shall be responsible 

for reviewing the results of the studies and making recommendations to the City Council 

and Hall County Commission for the use in the adoption and implementation of water 

rate differential and tax. equity measures. It is the intent of both parties hereto, to the 

extent legally permissible, to adopt water rate differential and tax equity measures. 

4. 

The "System" is defined as all facilities in the Hall County Water System including 

but not be limited to all water mains, fire hydrants, water meters, all existing customers in 

the Hall County water service district, reservoir, river pumping station, real estate 



properties and other system appurtenances, existing as of the execution date of this 

agreement, or as listed on attached Exhibit A. 

5. 

As consideration for this Agreement, Gainesville shall pay .to Hall County a Jump 

sum fee in the amount of Twenty Five Dollars ($25.00) upon execution of same. 

6. 

Gainesville resolutions PR-2005-18 and PR-2005-60 and the Hall County Water 
System Integration resolution dated September 8, 2005 are hereby reaffirmed resulting in 
the following distribution of costs for the existing projects as follows: 

Hall County Water System Integration: Design shall be paid by Hall County; · 
Construction shall be paid by Hall County. 

Belton Bridge Road Water Main Extension: Design shall be paid by Hall County; 
Construction shall be paid by Gainesville. 

King Street Elevated Storage .. Tank: Design. shall be paid by Hall County and 
Gainesville (50%/50%); 
Construction shall be paid by Gainesville. 

The above resolutions are attached hereto as Exhibits "B" -- "])" and by reference made a 
pa1t hereof. 

7. 

Hall County shall supply and transfer to Gainesville all easements granted to Hall 

County for the operation and maintenance of the System to Gainesville. Gainesville shall 

prepare for signature and record the necessary documents transfe1Ting said easements. 

8. 

Gainesville has inspected and knows the condition of the System, and it is understood 

that the same is hereby leased without any representation or warranty by Hall County, 

and without obligation on the part of Hall County to make any alterations, repairs, or 

additions thereto. 

9. 

Gainesville shall neither transfer nor assign this agreement or any facilities, nor sublet 

this lease or any facilities, nor grant any inter~st, prhiilege, or license whatsoever in 

connection to this agreement. 



10. 

Gainesville shall assume the financial, operational, maintenance, management, and 

capital improvement responsibilities required to operate the System. This shall include 

the $156, 73 8. 76 debt owed .to Hall County by the 'White County Water Authority for the 

construction of the Shoal Creek Road water main: Gainesville shall also assume th~ 

payments for the GEFA Loan number 96-L77vWS and GEFA Loan number 03-L20-WS 

during the third quarter of 2006. Any other future or previously incurred debts or loans, 

Hall County has incuned to construct the System shall be the sole responsibility of and 

be repaid by Hall County. 

1]. 

While it is Gainesville's intent to expand the. System to ultimately provide service 

throughout Hall County, Hall County may desire a water main to be extended to an area 

earlier than Gainesville's planned construction schedule. If so, Hall County may request 

Gainesville to extend water mains on an earlier schedule. W?tter main extensions 

requested by Hall County to be constructed ahead of schedule may be designed and 

constructed by Gainesyille and the cost !thereof paid for by Hall <:;qu,nty. Upon final 

construction inspection and acceptance of the extended water main., the ex.tended water 

main and a.Ji associated appurtenances shall be transferred and dedicated by Hal~ County 

to Gainesville. 

12. 

All facilities constructed and customers added to the System after the date of 

execution of this agreement, regardless of which party pays the cost of said facilities, 

shall be dedicated to and therefore owned by Gainesville. 

13. 

The tenn of this lease agreement sha1l commence as of the date of the execution of 

same by the last party to sign same and shall continue until either party tenninates same 

but in no event shall such term exceed twenty five (25) years from the date of execution 

hereo( On the annual anniversary of execution of this agreernent Hall County shall 

automatically transfer ownership of 1/25 111 of the System to Gainesville such that upon 

completion of the twenty five (25) year tenn of this agreement, the full ownership of the 

System shall have been transfened to Gainesville. 



14. 

The pa1ties shall have the right to terminate this agreement upon completion of the 

following: 

• A mutual written agreement between Hall County and Gainesville 

• A written approval from GaEPD, provided by ce1iified mail 

o Payment shall be made by Hall County to Gainesville for all costs associated with 

the capital improvements made to the System after the date of execution of this 

agreement. Said payment shall be ·prorated based on the consumer price index at 

the time this agreement is tern1inated. The base point for all expenses prorated 

shall be from the date of the execution of this agreement, regardless of when the 

expenditure actually occurred. 

• Payment shall be provided by Hall County to Gainesville for portion of the 

System transferred to Gainesville as described under paragraph 13. The value of 

the System shal 1 be the assessed fixed asset value of the System as of the date of 

execution of this agreement. 

Either Party shall have the right to terminate upon the breach of the provisions of this 

agreement by the other Pa1iy if not con-ected 'within thirty (30) clays· of written notice 

thereof and provided the items listed above have been completed. Termination shall be 

effective upon the 365th day after completion of items listed above. Tennination shall 

relieve the parties of further performance under the agreement but, notice of tem1ination 

shall not relieve either party of obligations undertaken prior to receipt of such notice of 

termination. 

15. 

If any paragraph, subparagraph, sentence, clause, phrase, or any po1iion of this agreement 

shall be declared invalid or unconstitutional by any court of competent jurisdiction or if 

the provisions of any part of this agreement as applied to any particular situation or set of 

circumstances shall be declared invalid or to any particular situation or set of 

circumstances shall be declared invalid or unconstitutional, such invalidity shall be 

construed to effect the portions of this agreement not held to be invalid . It is hereby 

declared to be the intent of Hall County and Gainesville to provide for separable and 



divisible pa.its, and they do hereby adopt any and all parts hereof as by not be held invalid 

for any reason. 

Any notice or communications ?ereunder shall be in writing and shall be deemed to have 

been delivered when deposited i:n the United States mail., registered or certified, 

addressed as follows: 

City Manager 
City of Gainesville 
P.O. Box 2496 
Gainesville, GA 30503 

County Administrator. 
Hall County Commission 
P.O. Box 1435 
Gainesville, GA 30503 

Or to such other address as either party may designate for itself by written notice to the 

other given from time to time, in the manner herein provided. 



Exhibit A 
Hall County ,¥ater System 

PART A - WATER MAINS 

Roa~ Name/Location W9ter..Mi;iin .. l,ine Length Main Length Pipe Material* 
Size (Linear Ft) (Mile) 

Clermont Station S/D 2" 247 0.05 PVC 
. 

Overlook at North Hall S/D Phase 1 2" 190 0.04 PVC 
·-·· 

Pennington Point S/D 2" 332 0.06 PVC 

South Chase S/D 2" 726 0.14 PVC 

Stone Creek at the Reservoir S/D 2" 242 0.05 PVC 

The Oaks S/D 2" 260 0.05 PVC 

Windmill S/D 2" 157 0.03 PVC 

Clermont Station S/D 6" 1,081 
-----0.20 DIP 

Everette St 6" 490 ·-0.09 DIP 

McKinnley Forest S/D 6" 1,774 0.34 DIP 

Nix Crossing .. 6" 221 0.04 DIP 

Old Cornella Hwy 6" 5 0.00 DIP 

Overlook at North Hall S/D Phase 1 6" 690 0.13 DIP 

South Chase S/D 
·~~·-

6" 1,356 0.26 DIP 

The Oaks S/D 6" 479 0.09 DIP 

Windmill S/D 6" 2,374 0.45 DI P 

Woodlin Dr 6" 2,229 0.42 DIP 

Barkers Bend 8" 7,564 1.43 DIP 

Clermont Station S/D 8" 1,361 0.26 DIP 

Cleveland Hwy - US 129 8" 1,554 0.29 DIP 

County Line Rd 8" 4,747 0.90 DIP 
-
Gaines Mill Rd 8" '633 --

0.12 DIP . --Greenway Rd 8" 4,907 0.93 DIP 

Lanier Cold Storage 
. 

8" · 2,644 0.50 · DIP 

Lula Rd - SR 52 8" · 13,483 2.55 DIP 

McKinnley Forest S/D 8" 818 0.15 DIP 
. 

Old Cleveland Hwy 8" 9.62 0.18 DIP 
-Overlook at North Hal! S/D Phase 1 8" 1,419 0.27 DIP 

Pennington Point S/D 8" 5,333 1.01 DIP 

South Chase S/D 8" 7,168 
.. -

1.36 DIP 

Stone Creek at the Reservoir S/D 8" 556 0.11 DIP 



Sugar Hill Elementary 8" 285 0.05 DIP 

The Oaks S/D 8" 1,708 0.32 DIP 

Whitehall Rd 8" 7,956 1.51 DIP 

.. ,, ,Y'{i.nd.~J!LS/D 8" 3(542 0.67 DIP ... .• ,., ... 

Yellow Creek Rd 8" 21,286 4.03 DIP 

A.L. Mangum Rd 10" 6,548 1.24 DIP 
-· 
Blackstock Dr 10" 2,775 0.53 DIP 

Bob Bryant Rd 10" 6,310 L20 DIP 

Cato Rd 10" 2,131 0.40 DIP 
. --

County Line Rd 10" 19,453 3.68 DIP 

Lula Rd - SR 52 10" 4,186 0.79 DIP 
- --

Mangum Mill Rd 10" 6,902 1.31 DIP 
....__ --
Mangum Rd 10" 3,399 0.64 DIP 

Old Cleveland Hwy 10" 6,355 1.64 DIP 
--Old Shoal Creek Rd 10" 1,853 0.35 DIP 

.. -
Shoal Creek Rd - SR 284 10" 11,202 2.12 DIP 

-Athens Hwy - US 129 12" 3,090 0.59 DIP 
-----

Belton Bridge Rd 12" -~··.--· 1.,056 0.20 DIP 
.__. ··---
Ben Parks Rd 12" 3,423 0.65 DIP 

Bethel Rd 12" 4,922 0.93 DIP 

Bob Bryant Rd 12" 5,453 1.03 DIP 
--Britt Whitmire Rd 12" 12,998 2.46 DIP 
--Burton Mill Rd 12" 3,596 0.68 DIP 

Clarks Bripge Rd 12" 12,113 2.29 DIP 
-
Coker Rd 12" 10,621 2.01 DIP 

-
Dahlonega Hwy 12" 9,548 1.81 DIP 

East Hall Rd 12" 13,026 2.47 DIP 

Gillsville Hwy - SR 323 -12" 29,3_52 5.56 DIP 
--Greggs Rd 12" 4,589 0.87 DIP 

-
Harmony Church Rd 12" 946 0.18 DIP 

Holly Springs Rd 12" 11,669 2,21 . DIP 

Hubert Stephens Rd 12" 19~657 2.02 DIP 
-Jenny Lynn Ct 12" 1,397 0.26 DIP 

Joe Chandler Rd 12" 22,204 4.21 DIP 
.. 

Kenimer Rd 12" 9,296 1.76 DIP 



Latty Rd 12" J 13,131 2.49 DIP - -
Lula Rd - SR 52 12" L 44,011 8.34 DIP 

Old Cleveland Hwy 12" 452 0.09 DIP 

Old Cornelia Hwy 12" . ... . .... . J0,?.9.~ 2.05 DIP 
'--- - -
Old Dahlonega Hwy 12" 5,078 0.96 DIP -----· Oxford Rd 12" 2,375 0.45 DIP 

-
Roy Parks Rd 

I 
. 12'' 20,624 3.91 DIP 

Simpson Rd 12" 5,005 0.95 DIP 

Skitts Mtn Rd - SR 283 12" 1,577 0.30 DIP 

SR 365 12" 700 --0.13 DIP 

Thompson Bridge Rd - SR 60 12" 12,674 --2.40 DIP 

Wade Whelchel Rd 1.2" 5,383 1.02 DIP 
-· Bulldog Rd 16" 72 0.01 . DIP 

Dahlonega Hwy 16" 242 0.05 DIP .. ·-
Kenirnar Rd 16" 9,348 1.77 DIP 

Bowen Bridge Rd 
.. 

1.76 
~ 

20" 9,306 DIP 
·-Clarks Bridge Rd 20" 7,712 1.46 DIP 

p~_h)<J_nega. Hwy 20" 364 0.07 DIP ~ 
·-Greenway Rd 20" 2,673 0.51 DIP 

Lula Rd - SR 52 20" 12,360 2.34 DIP 

Belton Bridge Rd 24" 34,295 -6.50 DIP 

bid Cornelia Hwy ··- ,.._ 
24" 2,518 0.48 DIP 

Reservior Dr 24" 7,429 1.41 DIP 

Simpson Rd 24" 461 0.09 DIP 

SR 365 - 24" 21,764 4.l.2 DIP 
-Cedar Creek Rd 30" Raw 4,013 0.76 DIP 

>--
Dunagan Rd 30" Raw 7,112 1.35 DIP 

* PVC - Polyvinyl Chloride Pipe - ·-

-
DIP - Ductile Iron Pipe 

PART B - PRESSURE REDUCING VALVE VAULTS 

Hubert Stephens Road --

Kenimer Road To Be Removed after Interconnection with Gainesville 

Lula Road - State Route 52 

. Oxford Road To Be Removed after Interconnection with Gainesville 



PART C - STORAGE TANKS 

State Route 52 at State Route 365 250,000 Gallon Elevated Storage Tank 
--

. .... - ..... .. .. 
PART D - WATER SUPPLY 

North Oconee Intake Pump Station 

Cedar Creek Reservoir 

Ced~r Creek Reservoir Intake Pump 
Station 

PART E - SYSTEM INTERCONNECTIONS 

Old Cornella Highway Connection with City of Lula's water system with meter 

Cleveland Highway Connection with White County's water system with meter 

Shoal Creek Road Connection with White County's water system with meter 



lN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto, by and through their Chief Executive 

Officers, have executed this agreement the l:late and year above written. 



Exhibit B 

RESOLUTION 
PR-2005~ -1..L 

KING STREET ELEVATED STORAGE TANK 
DESIGN AND BIDDING SERVICES 

WHEREAS, the City of Gainesv.ille and Hall County ow.n s~paqi!te.y.,ater.distribution systems which are by,., 
Intergovernmental agreement operationally unified; and 

WHEREAS, the "Water Distribution Master Plan Update - Interim Service to·Hall County Water System" 
report completed in December 2004 by Wiedeman and Singleton, Inc. recommended a integration plan to 
provide service to the Hall County Water District via the City of Gainesville's Water System; and 

WHEREAS, the Integration plan recommends the construction of the King Street Elevated Storage Tank, 
the modifications of the City of Gainesville's Rilla Road Booster Pump Station, the modification of Hall 
County's S .R. 52 Elevated Storage Tank, and other necessary appurtenances; and 

WHEREAS, proposals from pre-qualified engineering firms for the design of said improvements were 
solicited and received on February 4, 2005 by the City of Gainesville Public Utilities staff; and · 

WHEREAS, Precision Planning, Inc. has su~mitted the best overall proposal and scope of services to 
design the recommencfed facilities and to complete the necessary contract documents to construct this 
project. Said proposal includes a design and bidding schedule of approximately eight (8) months from 
Notice to Proceed and a not-to-exceed cost of $89,450.00; and 

WHEREAS, staff has reviewed said scope and proposal and recqrnmended in a memorandum dated 
February 11, 2005, Precision Planning, Inc. be authorized to proceed with the work; and 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Gainesville City Council hereby authorizes·Preclsfon 
Planning, .In.~-. and staff to proceed with design, engineering and production of constructiqn drawings, 
specifications, contract documents and to obtain bids from pre-qualified construction contractors, make 
recommendation of contract award and apply for ail necessary permits and licenses through appropriate 
reg ulatory agencies. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Galnesv!lle City Council hereby authorizes the expenditure of 
$89,450.00 .for the work proposed, an additional $35,000.00 for staff salaries, legal services, and other 
project costs as may be necessary. · 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that said expenditures totaling $124,450.00 shall be from the Extension and . 
Renewal Fund or other appropriate available funding source. The City of Gainesvllle's portion of the 
project cost Is approximately $62,225.00 and Hall County's portion of the project cost is approximately 
$62,225.00. Hall <;aunty shall reimburse the City for its pro rata costs of the work authorized by this 
resolution, Including staff salaries and other project costs that may be necessary. 

ADOPTED THIS __ 1_7_th ____ DAY OF. Mar ch , 2005. 

~~-~~0 ... ,·P·~-. 
Robert L. Hamri~ember 

Ruth Bruner, Council Member 
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Exhibit C 

RESOLUTION 

PR-2005- 60 ----
· HALL COUNTY WATER SYSTEM INTEGRATION 

DESIGN & BIDDING SERVICES 

WHEREAS, the City of Gainesville and Hall County own water distribution systems which are by 
intergovernmental agreement operationally unified; and 

WHEREAS, the "Water Distribution Master Plan Update - Interim Service to Hall County Water 
System" report completed In December 2004 by Wiedeman and Singleton, Inc. recommended a 
Integration plan to provide service to the Hall County Water District via the City of Gainesville's 
Water System; and 

WHEREAS, the integration plan recommends the construction of a water main exfenslon on 
Woodlin Road, several pressure reducing valve stations, several water main connections, and other 
necessary appurtenances; and · · 

WHEREAS, City staff has reviewed said report and connection plan and recommend the City Public 
Utilities staff proceed with the design of said water main extensions and interconnection work as 
detailed in the plan also known as Phase 3 of the water system Integration; and 

WHEREAS, the Gainesvllle Public Utilities staff is prepared to perform Design and Bidding Services 
and complete the necessary contract documents to construct the Phase 3 water system integration 
project. Said project includes a design and bidding schedule of approximately 8 months from 
execution of the resolution; and · 

WHEREAS, the staff also recommends $85,000.00 for staff salaries for design services, legal 
services, e~sement acquisition, and other project costs as may be necessary for Phase 3 of the 
water system integration; and 

WHEREAS, Phase 1 and Phase 2 have been completed and staff recommends moniP-s received 
from Hall County for staff salaries and construction of the water main connections and extensions 
for Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the water system integration be transferred to the Public Utilities 
Department's operating budget; and 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Gainesville City Council concurs with the staff's 
recommendation; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Gainesville City Council authorizes reimbursement of the Public 
Utilities Department's operating budget for said expenses associated with design and construction 
of the water main connections and extensions for P.hase 1 and Phase 2 of the water system 
integration from monies received from Hall County; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that said expenditures for Phase 3 totaling $85,000.00 shall be from 
the Public Utllities Capital Project fund. Hall County has agreed a11d shall reimburse the City for all 
costs of the work authorized by this resol.L!tion, including_staff salaries and other project costs that · 
may be necessary. 
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ADOPTED THIS __ 2D_t_h _____ DAY OF September , 2005. 

~~ RobertLHamrlck,ouncilMember 

Page 2 of 2 



Exhibit D 

RESOLUTION 

HALL COUNTY WATER SYSTEM INTEGRATION 
DESIGN & BIDDING SERVICES 

WHEREAS, the City of Gainesville and Hall County own water distribution systems which 
are by intergovernmental agreement operationally unified; and 

WHEREAS, the "Water Distribution Master Plan Update - Interim Service to Hall County 
Water System" report completed In December 2004 by Wiedeman and Singleton, Inc. 
recommended a integration plan to provide service to the Hall County Water District via the 
City of Gainesville's Water System; and 

WHEREAS, the integration plan recommends the construction of a water main extension 
on Woodlin Road, several pressure reducing valve stations, several water main 
connections, and other necessary appurtenances;-and 

.. 
. WHEREAS, staff has reviewed said report and connection plan and recommend that the 
City Public Utilities staff proceed with the design of said water main extensions and 
interconnection work as detailed in the plan also known as Phase 3 of the water system 
integration;· and . · ,. · · · 

WHEREAS, the Gainesville Public Utilities 'staff i~ prepared to perform Design and Bidding 
Services and complete the necessary contract documents to construct the Gainesville I 
Hall County Water System Interconnection project. Said project includes a design and 
bidding schedule of approximately 8 months from execution of the resolution; and 

WHEREAS, the staff also recommends $85,000.00 for staff salaries, legal services, 
easement acquisition, and other project costs as may be necessary for Phase 3 of the 
water syste.m integration; and 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Hall County Commission concurs with the 
staffs recommendation; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, per the intergovernmental agreement, the Hall Coun_ty 
Commission hereby authorizes reimbursement of project costs not to exceed $85,000.00 
to the City of Gainesville for costs associated with design and bi~ding of Phase 3_. 

Page ·1 of 2 



ADOPTED THIS (f:Yi-

401JMI 
Tom Oliver, Chairman 
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3 Puritan Mill 916 Joseph Lowery Blvd. At lanta, GA 303 18 404- 352 - 9828 Fax 404- 352 -8676 www chattahoochee.org 

April 17, 2012 

Richard Morgan 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Savannah District 
100 West Oglethorpe Ave. 
Savannah, GA 31401-3 640 

RE: Glades Reservoir EIS Scoping Comments, Permit Application# SAS-2007-00388 

Dear Mr. Morgan: 

American Rivers, the Southern Environmental Law Center, and Upper Chattahoochee 
Riverkeeper are submitting the attached comments pertaining to the above-referenced project on 
behalf of our organizations as well as on behalf of Alabama Rivers Alliance, Flint Riverkeeper, 
and Georgia River Network. We appreciate the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' ("Corps") 
attention to this project and recognition that it requires the preparation of an Environmental 
Impact Statement ("EIS") in order to satisfy the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. 
§§ 4321 et seq. ("NEPA"). For the reasons stated below, we do not believe that the proposed 
Glades Reservoir project is needed to supply water to Hall County because of the presence of 
practicable alternatives. Aside from the need for a robust alternatives analysis in the EIS, the 
reservoir' s full suite of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts must be rigorously evaluated. 

Background 

This project has a long and convoluted history reaching back to at least 2001. The overall size 
and proposed uses of this project have changed substantially over time. Originally, the project 
was intended to serve almost entirely as an amenity lake with a small secondary use as a water 
supply. Having been through various interim iterations, this project has evolved into its present 
version with an 850-acre reservoir indirectly supplying 72.5 million gallons per day ("mgd") of 
water. Even so, a close review of the present proposal including the project's planned operations 
and the narrow set of conditions under which the project could provide any water supply 
suggests that the project is still intended primarily as an amenity lake. For these reasons, the EIS 
must take an especially hard and independent look at the project's justification and operations, as 
well as reasonable and practicable alternatives to the stated purpose of providing water supply. 

Comment letter to Glades Reservoir Project, April 17, 2012, p. 1 



Purpose and Need 

An EIS must briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency action is 
responding in proposing the alternatives including the proposed action. 1 The purpose and need 
statement should not be so narrow as to "define competing ' reasonable alternatives' out of 
consideration (and even out of existence)."2 

"[W]henever the NEPA document's scope of analysis renders it appropriate, the Corps also 
should consider and express that activity's underlying purpose and need from a public interest 
perspective. Also, while generally focusing on the applicant's statement, the Corps will in all 
cases exercise independent judgment in defining the purpose and need for the project from both 
the applicant's and the public's perspective."3 

We have the following comments and questions concerning the purpose and need for the Glades 
Reservoir. 

Project's primary purpose is not water supply because the reservoir is proposed to remain full 

According to the Federal Register notice, the alleged purpose of the proposed project is to 
"provide sufficient water supply to meet projected water demand in Hall County through the year 
2060."4 As we discuss below, Hall County has wildly overestimated its future water supply 
needs. However, even ifwe take the needs statement on face value, we doubt the project as 
designed will actually serve as a dedicated water supply source now or in the near future. 

Instead, the applicant proposes to use Glades Reservoir as a piece of a convoluted and 
speculative engineering scheme to offset hypothetical low flows that will presumably arise from 
a yet-to-be permitted direct withdrawal out of the Chattahoochee River immediately above Lake 
Lanier. The applicant proposes diverting the direct Chattahoochee withdrawal to the existing 
Cedar Creek Reservoir in the Oconee River basin. The applicant then proposes augmenting the 
Chattahoochee River at the point of the withdrawal by pumping the impounded Chattahoochee 
water in Glades Reservoir back up to the withdrawal point. 

The entire Glades Reservoir application hinges on the assumption that it will be operated to 
benefit Cedar Creek Reservoir. Cedar Creek Reservoir has a permitted safe yield of 7 .5 mgd and 
is permitted to receive up to 20 mgd in diversions from the North Oconee River. The applicant 
proposes to somehow add an additional 86.4 mgd to this reservoir. Cedar Creek Reservoir is too 
small to receive anything other than a small fraction of the proposed 80+ mgd of this water on a 
daily basis. Cedar Creek Reservoir is only 143 acres in size and holds only 1.161 billion gallons 
of water. In other words, Glades Reservoir would remain full- with no water being withdrawn 

1 
See 40 C.F.R. § 1502.13. 

2 
See Simmons v. U.S Army Corps of Engineers. 120 F.3rd 664 (7th Cir. 1997); Alaska Wi lderness Recreation and 

Tourism Association v. Morrison, 67 F.3d 723 (9th Cir. 1995). 
3 

See 33 C.F.R. § 325, App. B(9)(b)(4). 
4 

See Corps, Public Scoping Meetings and Preparation of Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Glades 
Reservoir, 77 Fed. Reg. 9634 (Feb. 17, 2012). 
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from it for any water supply purpose- for decades because it will not be needed to offset any 
large diversions from the Chattahoochee to the Cedar Creek Reservoir. 

Moreover, the applicant does not acknowledge the reality that there is no water treatment plant at 
Cedar Creek Reservoir to process such a large volume of water on a daily basis. Nor does the 
applicant address the critical question of who is going to build, fund, or operate the new, very 
large water treatment plant and associated infrastructure needed to deliver 86.4 mgd of Cedar 
Creek water to Hall County residents. A review of the surface water withdrawal application by 
Hall County to the state Environmental Protection Division ("EPD"), however, reveals that the 
County is "count[ing] on the City of Gainesville to build, own, and operate a drinking water 
treatment facility located near the Cedar Creek Reservoir to provide drinking water to both City 
and County customers. " 5 While we do not know the cost of that system, the expense of such a 
plant and infrastructure could reach hundreds of millions of dollars easily, yet this expense is 
glaringly absent from the application materials. This hidden expense needs to be disclosed and 
included in the analysis of the preferred alternative through the EIS. Additionally, Hall County, 
in its surface water withdrawal application for Cedar Creek Reservoir, notes that "the reservoir 
will become part of the Hall County Raw Water System."6 Yet, as explained below, Cedar Creek 
Reservoir cannot become part of Hall County's system because the County has entered into and 
implemented legal agreements with the City of Gainesville such that the reservoir is owned and 
operated by the city. 

In fact, the City of Gainesville is an unwilling partner in what appears to be a grandiose 
engineering scheme by the applicant. According to the "Alternatives Analysis" (June 2011), the 
proposed service area for the Glades project includes both Hall County and the City of 
Gainesville. However, according to a letter sent by the City of Gainesville to the Corps on March 
1, 2012, Gainesville has not agreed to any Glades Reservoir-Cedar Creek Reservoir operational 
scheme. The City of Gainesville and Hall County have yet to agree to any arrangements 
concerning the future use of Cedar Creek Reservoir at all. 7 

We are unconvinced that this is not in fact an amenity lake disguised as a water supply reservoir 
for permitting purposes. The fact remains that the land surrounding the Glades project site is 
owned by a single landowner. The scoping documents contain no information concerning the 
actual daily operations of Glades-in other words, over time, how will the elevation of Glades 
change in response to supposed growing demand? Or how will the reservoir operations differ 
during drought and non-drought periods? On its face, the proposal envisions a reservoir that will 
remain full many decades out into the future. 

5 
See Letter from Hall County Board of Commissioners Chairman, Tom Oliver, to Honorable Nathan Deal, Office of 

the Governor, dated May 25, 2011. 
6 

See Hall County Application For A Permit To Withdraw Or Divert Surface Water, submitted to EPD on November 
2009. 
7 

See Letter from city of Gainesville Mayor and Council Members to US Army Corps of Engineers, dated March 1, 
2012, re: Proposed Glades Reservoir, File Number SAS-2007-00388, attached. 
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The Glades Project is not needed because it is predicated on the incorrect assumption that 
Lake Lanier cannot be used for water supply 

The Hall County's "Year 2060 Water Needs Certification" predates the June 2011 ruling by the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the 11th Circuit which reversed a district court decision invalidating 
access to Lake Lanier for water supply. Now that the Corps must operate Lanier for water 
supply, the need for Glades is obsolete. Lanier is immediate, affordable, and the most 
environmentally sustainable alternative for meeting Hall County's current and future water 
supply needs. The County's needs certification at page one even states: "Prior to the Magnuson 
Order, Hall County anticipated that withdrawals from Lake Lanier would supply a substantial 
portion of the Hall County Service Area' s future water needs." 

The Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District ("Metro District" or "District") has 
assessed future water supply needs for Hall County. The District has projected a 2050 need of 57 
mgd.8 We note that this figure is comparable to the figure provided by the County in their 2060 
needs certification (i.e., 53.5 mgd, p . 4) for the only scenario that matters, namely lawful access 
to Lanier for water supply. See below for our comments concerning the County' s overstated 
future water supply need. Therefore, by our accounting, there is no "unmet water supply need" as 
the County alleges. 9 

The Glades Project is not needed because it is predicated on the assumption that Hall County 
will grow more than all other indications suggest 

According to Hall County's "Year 2060 Water Needs Certification," the County's population is 
projected to reach 94 7,941 by 2060 (p. 1 ). This projection is based on an extrapolation of a 2050 
projection of729,192 generated by the Governor's Office of Planning and Budget ("OPB") in 
March 2010. OPB) 2050 projection and the Hall County 2060 extrapolation grossly exaggerate 
the actual growth the region will experience over the next five decades. 

OPB's projections, although released in 2010, are based on the 2000 U.S. Census data. 10 In fact, 
OPB projected Hall County population would have 197,394 people in 2010, when the 2010 U.S. 
Census revealed the actual population to be nearly 10% lower, or 179,684. 

Furthermore, the OPB projections differ substantially from those found in comprehensive land 
use and water plans. Consider the data used by the Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) during 
its most recent comprehensive land use planning effort, which projected growth out to 2040. By 
2040, ARC projected Hall County to reach just 346,147 residents. 11 By comparison, OPB's 2030 
projection for Hall County ( 407,649 residents) is nearly 18% higher than ARC's 2040 projection 
for the county. We further note the ten year difference in the timelines, which only exacerbates 
this discrepancy. 

8 
See Metro District , Water Supply and Water Conservation Management Plan (2009), (Metro District plans 

referenced in this letter may be found at http://www.northgeorgiawater.com/html/23.htm). 
9 See Hall County, Year 2060 Water Needs Certification, dated June 2011, at p. 5. 
10 See Georgia OPB, 2030 Population Projections (March 12, 2010). 
11 See http://www.atla nta regional.com/info-center /arc-region/plan-2040-forecasts/forecast-data. 
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Also consider the data set used by the North Georgia Metro Water Planning District during its 
latest regional water planning effort, which projected growth out to 2035 and 2050. 12 By 2035, 
the Metro District projects 405,200 residents for Hall County. 13 Although the difference between 
the OPB 2030 projection and the Metro District 2035 projection may be slight, we note there is a 
five-year difference in the timelines, suggesting the discrepancy would be greater for comparable 
timelines. 

In fact, we do see that by 2050 the difference in the projections is more pronounced. The Metro 
District projects Hall County to reach just 442,800 residents by 2050. 14 OPB 's projection for 
2050 of 729, 192 exceeds the Metro District projection by more than 286,000 or by 65%. 

These exaggerated population projections predictably result in exaggerated future water 
demands. According to the "Hall County Year 2060 Water Needs Certification," future water 
demand for Hall County is expected to be 100 mgd by 2060. The Metro District, in contrast, has 
projected a much smaller future water demand for Hall County of 57 mgd by 2050. 15 

Multiplying Hall County's assumed per capita water consumption rate of 120 gpd by the 
County's 2050 population estimate produces a projected future demand of 87.5 mgd. Thus, Hall 
County has projected an additional 30.5 mgd or 54% more water demand for the County 
compared to the Metro District's prediction. 

As demonstrated above, the County has used inflated population estimates to show an "unmet 
water supply need," when legitimate data provides evidence to the contrary. 

Alternatives Analysis 

Under the 404(b )(1) guidelines, the alternatives analysis is the primary screening mechanism to 
determine the necessity of permitting a discharge of dredge or fill material. The guidelines 
prohibit all discharges of dredged or fill material into regulated waters, including wetlands, 
unless a discharge constitutes the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative that 
will achieve the basic purpose of a project proposal. The guidelines recognize that certain areas 
regulated by the Clean Water Act are deserving of special protection because of their ecological 
significance and positive contributions to the overall health or vitality of an ecosystem of a 
region. Among other things, these certain areas include special aquatic sites such as wetlands. 

12 Note that even the Metro District population projections appear to be exaggerated, because they are predicated 
on high population and economic growth in spite of the recent economic downturn. The 2010 U.S. Census clearly 
shows that Metro Atlanta did not grow nearly as much as planners original ly anticipated. See pages 2-3 of Letter 
from UCR to Metro District, dated April 16, 2009, re: Metro District's 2008 Draft Watershed, Long-Term 
Wastewater, and Water Supply and Water Conservation Management Plans, attached. 
13 See Metro District, Water Supply and Water Conservation Management Plan (2009). 
14 See Metro District, Water Supply and Water Conservation Management Plan (2009). 
15 Note that even the Metro District water demand projections appear to be exaggerated, because they were 
based on 2006 water use, which was among the highest on record over the past 20 years, and because they were 
erroneously adjusted upward based on the invalid assumption that water use was "depressed" due to the drought. 
See pages 2-3 of Letter from UCR to Metro District, dated April 16, 2009, re: Metro District's 2008 Draft 
Watershed, Long-Term Wastewater, and Water Supply and Water Conservation Management Plans, attached. 
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Project History 

The project's history as stated in the application is outdated and presents an incomplete account 
of the Glades Reservoir project. As noted above, the flawed project history is immensely 
important because the current permit application materials fail to recognize that the Magnuson 
Order was reversed by the 11th Circuit Court of Appeals in June 2011. Specifically, the Court of 
Appeals reversed the Magnuson Order (a federal district court decision) and found that water 
supply is in fact an authorized purpose of Lanier, on par with hydropower, navigation, and flood 
control. In addition, the appellate panel vacated the 2012 deadline imposed in the Magnuson 
Order which would have drastically reduced existing withdrawals out of the lake. The appellate 
decision provides the Corps with much more authority to determine how water in the 
Chattahoochee River and Lake Lanier should be allocated. Moreover, the judicial panel gave the 
Corps one year to determine how it will operate Lanier to meet water supply and the lake's other 
authorized purposes. Presumably, the Corps' determination will be made shortly after the public 
comment on the Glades scoping process closes, but before the draft EIS is prepared. Therefore, 
the latest development in the tri-state water rights litigation is expected to have a significant 
impact on water supply allocation from Lake Lanier, and the Corps should require Hall County 
to revise the application to recognize this significant decision. 

The Court of Appeals decision, however, has been appealed by neighboring states, so the matter 
is before the U.S. Supreme Court. As such, the amount of water available to Hall County from 
Lake Lanier in the future will be determined soon by the highest court and by the Corps' 
decision on how water will be allocated from Lake Lanier. Either way, the proposed project 
purpose and need are incomplete without recognition of the appellate decision. Hall County's 
water supply needs including its projected access to water supply from Lake Lanier must be 
reassessed (and, as emphasized above, the "needs" alleged by the county are overestimated). 
Additionally, an evaluation of all practicable alternatives to the proposed project at this time is 
premature. 

Project Purpose 

As an initial matter, the Corps must fully explore the relationship between Hall County and the 
City of Gainesville with respect to the water distribution system and any and all legal agreements 
related thereto. As noted by the applicant, pursuant to state law the County has entered into a 
lease/purchase agreement with the City. Such agreements provide that Hall County serve water 
to a certain limited section of the County, and the City serves the remaining areas of the County 
in addition to its own residents. At the end of the lease/purchase agreement, however, the City 
will own and operate the County's water distribution system, too, and will control the entire 
service area of Hall County and Gainesville. This agreement is referred to and was enclosed in a 
letter the City wrote on March 1, 2012, addressed to the Savannah Regulatory Division of the 
Corps. 16 The City of Gainesville's statement that it has not agreed to the County's proposal for 
Glades Reservoir must be considered by the Corps in its evaluation of this project. 

16 
See Letter from city of Gainesville Mayor and Council Members to US Army Corps of Engineers, dated March 1, 

2012, re: Proposed Glades Reservoir, File Number SAS-2007-00388, attached. 
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Despite the legal agreements, in its project purpose Hall County claims that it will continue to 
develop water supply sources. The County appears to be making conflicting statements with 
regard to the project's purpose and need. On the one hand, the County has entered into and 
implemented an agreement with the City of Gainesville to transfer the water distribution system 
services to the City so that the City will service the entire Hall County and Gainesville service 
area in the future. On the other hand, the County has applied for permission to construct a 
massive and expensive water distribution system without coordination, approval, or even notice 
to the City, that owns and operates Cedar Creek Reservoir. 

Proposed project 

Through the EIS, the Corps should analyze the implications of the longstanding and ongoing 
lack of cooperation between the City of Gainesville and the applicant to include Cedar Creek 
Reservoir in the Glades Reservoir project. Without Cedar Creek Reservoir the Glades Reservoir 
project is not a water supply project by any definition, as there is no proposed mechanism to 
withdraw, treat, and distribute water from the Glades impoundment. In other words, without 
Cedar Creek, Glades Reservoir is an amenity reservoir, which was its original purpose. 

The Glades Farm property was rezoned in 2008 to accommodate residential, commercial, and 
multi-use development; these zoning designations are in conflict with use permissions and 
protections typically issued surrounding a water supply source. On April 7, 2011, the County 
wrote to EPD to request that the state's Criteria for Water Supply Watershed17 not apply to the 
proposed "Hall County Glades Drinking Water Supply Reservoir."18 The state rules require a 
minimum 150 foot buffer for water supply reservoirs. We believe this letter indicates that the 
County intends to prioritize the reservoir for development and not for water supply. The Corps 
should consider what impact the lack of land use protections around the Glades Reservoir will 
have on water quality in the new reservoir, as well as to Flat Creek and the Chattahoochee River. 
Furthermore, whether drinking water is withdrawn from the Glades Reservoir itself or withdrawn 
from the Cedar Creek Reservoir which is supplied by water from Glades, the Glades Reservoir 
must comply with all protections given to water supply reservoirs, or else its purpose should not 
be considered for water supply. 

Implications of Magnuson Order 

As noted above, the federal district court order issued by Judge Magnuson was reversed in June 
2011 and is no longer binding. As such, any supposition or analysis of implications of that order 
should be deleted from the application, and the overall project purpose and need should be 
reconsidered. 

Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District 2009 Water Supply and Conservation Plan 

The County refers to the Metro District's Water Supply and Conservation Plan's statement that 
any effort or project that increases water resources is critical to all of the jurisdictions of the 

17 Georgia DNR Rule 391-3-16-.01. 
18 See Letter from Ken Rearden, Director Public Works and Utilit ies for Hall County, to Linda MacGregor, Chief 
Watershed Branch EPD, dated April 7, 2011. 
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Metro District. Based on this generalized principle, the County claims that Glades Reservoir is in 
line with the Metro District plan. However, it is incorrect that Glades Reservoir will actually 
increase existing water resources for the Metro District region, when, in fact, the reservoir is only 
capturing water that is already currently being captured in Lake Lanier. Simply put, Glades 
Reservoir is not a "new" water supply resource. 

Comments Concerning Specific Alternatives 

No Action - The No Action alternative should be reconsidered in light of the following recent 
developments, several of which have already been discussed: (1) the Court of Appeals decision 
that found that water supply is an authorized purpose of Lake Lanier; (2) the population and 
water demand projections that have been demonstrated to be grossly overestimated; and (3) the 
availability of aggressive water conservation and efficiency programs, and incentives and 
mandates that should be considered as viable options for significant water supply for Hall 
County. 

Water Conservation- The identified purpose of the Glades Reservoir project is water supply. 
Therefore, the Corps must evaluate all practicable alternatives such as water conservation and 
efficiency measures, which would not involve damaging waters of the United States. 
Unfortunately, the application lacks a thorough utility-specific analysis of water conservation 
and efficiency as water supply alternatives. The Corps must therefore undertake its own analysis 
in order to fully explore water-supply alternatives, particularly water conservation and efficiency 
measures. 

Water conservation and efficiency are proven, cost-effective, timely strategies for achieving 
water savings and securing uncontested water supplies. Water utilities that have invested in water 
efficiency programs have found that it is their cheapest water supply source. Urban areas like 
metropolitan Boston, MA and Seattle, WA are well-known examples of places where water 
conservation and efficiency have effectively reduced demand. While adding 2 million new 
customers, Boston effectively reduced demand by one-third to 1911 levels and obviated the need 
for a $300 million dam on a tributary to the Connecticut River. Likewise, the water conservation 
measures used in Seattle, Washington's water supply planning have reduced water consumption 
by 24% since 1990, even though the population increased by 11 %. 

Hall County's 404 permit application does not include a utility-specific analysis of the water 
savings that could be realized through implementation of cost-effective water conservation and 
efficiency measures with the specific customer base, usage patterns, and characteristics of Hall 
County's customers and system. Hall County's permit application relies instead entirely on the 
planning work of the Metro District. 

The Metro District plan, while notable for its breadth covering 15 counties and over 60 utilities, 
is not tailored to meet the needs of each utility and as such does not optimize efficiency or water 
savings for any one utility. Furthermore, the Metro District's suite of water conservation and 
efficiency measures was not intended to be "aggressive." Overall their assessment examined 
policies and programs that were low- or no-cost. From this assessment they developed three 
slightly different suites of policies and the District chose a comparatively moderate conservation 
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approach. Moreover, the Metro District conservation program is not goal-oriented and does not 
seek to secure a defined amount of water supply savings. There are no performance criteria 
associated with the Metro District conservation measures, nor are participating utilities required 
to report the amount of water saved through the program, so gauging the effectiveness of the 
programs in terms of water savings is not possible. 

The Hall County permit application states that "Hall County and Gainesville plan to exceed the 
objectives set forth in the 2009 [Metro District] Plan and the June 21, 2010 EPA Region IV 
Guidelines on Water Efficiency Measures for Water Supply Projects in the Southeast," however, 
nowhere in the permit application is there an explanation of how the County plans to exceed the 
objectives. 

It is unclear how the County intends to secure the water use reduction from 128.3 gallons per 
customer per day ("gpcd") to 120 gpcd, and on what basis the county decided that this 6% 
reduction in water use per capita was all that was possible between 2011 and 2060. Indeed, 
passive or "natural conservation" alone-that is, reductions in water demand that will occur 
without the support of targeted programs or policies (when water wasting fixtures break and are 
then replaced with newer more efficient fixtures)-can result in a 5% reduction in per capita 
water use. 19 

For its water demand projections, Hall County has assumed a steady per capita water use of 120 
gpcd. Given natural conservation as well as the high potential for targeted and more aggressive 
water conservation and efficiency to secure significant reductions in per capita demand, Hall 
County must re-evaluate its assumptions and demand projections. 

Moreover, it is unclear the extent to which the Metro District conservation and efficiency 
measures have actually been implemented in Hall County. A letter dated October 7, 2010, from 
former EPD Director F. Allen Barnes stated "that the county is complying with most [ emphasis 
added] provisions of these [Metro District] plans and making a good faith effort to comply with 
items ... "20 

Lastly, not only does the Hall County permit application not adequately assess the potential for 
water conservation and efficiency to reduce or entirely avoid the need for the proposed reservoir, 
the permit application does not include a complete or accurate assessment of the potential for 
water conservation and efficiency to minimize the need for the proposed reservoir. An 
assessment of this potential must be included in the EIS. Water conservation and efficiency 
measures are clearly less-damaging practicable alternatives to the construction of a new 850-acre 
impoundment. 

Recycle and Reuse of Wastewater - The applicant does not adequately address this additional 
practicable alternative because it fails to project what amount of wastewater effluent will be 
available in 2060 even though it has current data available. The applicant admits that "within the 

19 See Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District, Water Supply and Water Conservation Management 
Plan, 2009, p. 4-13. 
20 See Letter from F. Allen Barnes, Director Environmental Protection Division to Kevin Mcinturff, County Engineer, 
Hall County, dated October 7, 2010. 
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fifty-year planning horizon, reuse and recycling will contribute to reducing unmet demand." 
While the applicant is confident in projecting its water supply need in 2060, it is reluctant to do 
the same for its wastewater effluent and to plan for increased reuse and recycling. This cherry
picking of projections is unreasonable and undermines the potential of this project alternative. 
Prior to proceeding with this application, the Corps must require that the County prepare a report 
including a calculation of associated current and projected water savings from reuse and 
recycling of water for its review. 

Groundwater - The application reveals that the state EPD has permitted the withdrawal of 3 .5 
mgd of groundwater by Hall County. In its needs assessment, however, the County estimates that 
only 2.0 mgd groundwater will be used in 2060. The Corps must require the applicant to explain 
the rationale for reducing the anticipated groundwater supply from 3.5 to 2.0 mgd. Additionally, 
the Corps must require the County to provide specific data that supports the County's use of 
groundwater including the number and location of wells, each well's guaranteed performance, 
each well 's drawdown ( cone of influence) of groundwater resources under maximum use, what 
plans the County has for drilling new wells and where specifically, how the groundwater enters 
or influences the County' s existing distribution system. 

Combinations of Alternatives - Throughout the preliminary alternatives analysis the applicant 
repeatedly and summarily rejects alternatives to the reservoir on the basis that the presence of a 
single alternative is not sufficient to avoid the construction of a new reservoir. However, the 
applicant does not meaningfully consider whether using a combination of multiple alternatives 
could together provide the water supply the County claims it needs. 

Raising the Pool Level at Lake Lanier - Additionally, the applicant has not presented the 
alternative of raising the pool level at Lake Lanier to help supply Hall County and other areas. 
The County must apply to the Corps to study the feasibility of raising the pool level at the lake, 
which could provide tens of millions of gallons of more water supply than anything projected 
from the Glades Reservoir project and with less environmental damage. This study would be 
timely given the ongoing update of the Corps' Water Control Manual and the Corps' instructions 
from the Eleventh Circuit as described above. The Corps must include an alternative analysis of 
raising the pool level of Lake Lanier in its EIS. 

Increase Size/Yield of Existing Cedar Creek Reservoir - The applicant states that Cedar Creek 
Reservoir, with a permitted yield of 7.5 mgd, cannot be expanded. EPD records show that the 
City of Gainesville has submitted a water withdrawal application for up to 9.5 mgd.21 The EIS 
should include a review of the maximum safe yield for Cedar Creek Reservoir and determine 
whether an increase in the yield at Cedar Creek would affect Hall County's projected water 
supply need. 

Mud Creek and Hagen Creek - The EIS should not consider the two reservoir site alternatives to 
the preferred project presented by the applicant. Many of the criticisms we have identified 
throughout this letter also apply to the Mud and Hagen Creek Reservoir alternatives. The 
foremost reasons for rejecting a "pumped diversion/flow augmentation reservoir" to meet Hall 

21 See Georgia EPD, Pending Applications for Non-Fa rm Surface Water Withdrawals Through February 29, 2012, 

Oconee River Basin. 

Comment letter to Glades Reservoir Project, April 17, 2012, p. 10 



County's water supply needs are that: (1) the Court of Appeals found that water supply is an 
authorized purpose of Lake Lanier; (2) Hall County's population and water demand projections 
have been demonstrated to be grossly overestimated; and (3) with aggressive water conservation 
and efficiency incentives and mandates, Hall County should be able to harness significantly more 
water resources without the cost of hundreds of millions of dollars or causing tremendous 
harmful environmental impacts. 

Flawed Analysis of Preferred Alternative 

Pumped Diversion Reservoir -Glades Reservoir (Flat Creek) 

Problems with Operation - As noted earlier, the applicant has proposed the project without 
securing the cooperation of the owner and operator of the Cedar Creek Reservoir, which is an 
integral part of the system of pumps and storage needed to realize the Glades project.22 Without 
interconnection with the existing Cedar Creek Reservoir, Glades Reservoir on Flat Creek is 
nothing more than an amenity lake for the planned development surrounding it. The Corps must 
evaluate the impact of the proposed project without cooperation from the city of Gainesville and 
access to Cedar Creek Reservoir. 

Water Quality - The applicant must be required to show how the proposed project will be 
operated such that it will meet state water quality standards tied to the designated uses of 
drinking, fishing, and recreation, as water stored in Glades Reservoir will be used for all three 
purposes in each of the water bodies in which it is collected and discharged. The application 
notes, however, that Flat Creek's water quality is already impaired due to non-point source 
pollution. Additionally, reservoirs are known to pose a threat to aquatic wildlife because they 
change the water temperatures downstream, as well as in the reservoirs themselves, and change 
the natural water flow patterns in rivers. Furthermore, native species of fish have a harder time 
surviving under those circumstances, opening the door for invasive species to come in. The EIS 
must include an analysis of the impacts of the project on water quality including temperature, 
stream flow patterns, and aquatic wildlife. 

Stream Flow Impacts - The applicant proposes annual 7Q l O releases from the Glades Reservoir 
dam as well as maintaining annual 7Q 10 in-stream flow in the Chattahoochee River below the 
withdrawal point. This proposal is unacceptable because it violates the state's minimum instream 
flow requirements.23 The minimum instream flow policy, which was adopted by the state Board 
of Natural Resources in May 2001, provides three minimum instream flow options, none of 
which include the annual 7Ql0 that the applicant proposes here. 

While an exception to the policy exists for "withdrawals from highly regulated streams (i.e., 
streams whose flows are significantly determined by the operation of federal reservoirs) such as 
the Chattahoochee, Savannah, and Coosa rivers," the sections of creek and river in question here 
are not highly regulated. It is not logical for the entire Chattahoochee River to be considered a 
"highly regulated" river as the river flows freely for approximately 42 miles above Lake Lanier; 

22 See City of Gainesvi lle letter to Corps dated March 1, 2012. 
23 Georgia Board of Natural Resources, Water Policy White Paper, Interim lnstream Flow Protection Strategy, 
adopted May 2001. 
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the withdrawal point from the Chattahoochee River for the Glades project is within this free 
flowing section. As the applicant notes, the Flat Creek dam is outside of the Lake Lanier dam 
pool. Likewise, the withdrawal point in the Chattahoochee River is upstream (by Hall County's 
calculation some 6 miles) from the jurisdictional limit for Lake Lanier, and the river is not 
subject to any regulated releases upstream. 

As noted above, the minimum instream flow requirements were adopted, and the annual 7Ql O 
was rejected, by the state Board of Natural Resources after years of study by the state Wildlife 
Resources Division, which concluded that a more protective standard was required for Georgia's 
aquatic diversity as well as human uses. The outdated annual 7Ql0 does not protect ecological 
conditions that require seasonal flow variations. For these reasons, the Corps must require the 
applicant to provide an assessment of the Chattahoochee River flow frequency regime against 
the values for the annual 7Q 10, the monthly 7Q 10, and the instantaneous 7Q 10. 

In support of its surface water withdrawal application for the Chattahoochee River withdrawal 
for the Glades project, and the request for the annual 7Ql O flow, Hall County submitted a Study 
of Flow Impacts on Fish Community in the Chattahoochee River Downstream of Proposed 
Water Intake.24 In the EIS the Corps should analyze the validity and conclusions presented in the 
study. The study acknowledges that it was conducted on a limited budget and with limited 
time.25 Furthermore, the study reveals that certain fish species would be harmed when the stream 
flow in its habitat was limited to an annual 7Q 10 flow regime. 

In addition, the Corps must require the applicant to provide a complete HEC ResSim model 
including the input data used in preparation of the Glades Reservoir Simulation Model for the 
ACF Basin prepared by Schnabel Engineering dated May 24, 2011 , and revised on June 23, 
2011 , which details the modeling of yield analysis. The applicant must also be required and the 
Corps must evaluate the modifications that Schnabel Engineering made to the HEC ResSim 
input data to include the proposed operations of the Glades Reservoir project. This information 
was requested by Upper Chattahoochee Riverkeeper to both the Savannah and Mobile Districts 
of the Corps, but the Corps denied having this model and data at that time. This information must 
be requested and studied by the Corps in the EIS process, as it is crucial to an informed decision 
about the impacts of this project. 

Additionally, Hall County relied on the Corps adhering to the Revised Interim Operation Plan 
("ROIP") when developing the yield analysis, and assessing the downstream impacts on the 
various sections of the Chattahoochee River. Because the Corps will likely make changes to the 
operation of the Chattahoochee River system lakes, the safe yield and its impact downstream will 
have to be reevaluated when new operations are known.26 The Corps should not rely on annual 
averages in evaluating the impacts of the Glades project on downstream lakes and river. 

24 
See Hall County study report prepared by CCR Environmental, Inc., Study of Flow Impacts on Fish Commun ity in 

the Chattahoochee River Downstream of Proposed Water Intake ("Fish Study"), issued December 2010. 
25 

See Fish Study at p. 8. 
26 

See Hall County Surface Water Withdrawal Applications for Glades Reservoir project, Downstream Impact 
Summaries. 
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Furthermore, the applicant made numerous assumptions concerning physical capabilities of the 
water supply system and the associated permitting. In order for this yield analysis to remain 
accurate, all of its underlying assumptions must be accurate. If any of these conditions are 
inaccurate or have changed, another yield analysis must be completed to determine the amount 
of water that the system can provide. These assumptions should be monitored through the EIS 
process. 

Moreover, the applicant has not presented a reservoir management plan to address the operations 
of the reservoir during drought in order to conserve water. The Corps must require a reservoir 
and drought management plan for analysis as part of the EIS process. 

Cost of project - The applicant puts forth a total cost for the preferred alternative at $290.5 
million; however, there is no detailed support for this estimate. The Corps must require a detailed 
cost comparison for all of the final alternatives including, at a minimum, separate line items for 
the dam and reservoir construction, construction of multiple pump stations, construction of each 
pipeline, mitigation costs, road relocation, water treatment facility and new distribution lines. 
These costs should be compared against the costs of other alternatives discussed above, including 
but not limited to water conservation and efficiency measures and raising the pool level of Lake 
Lanier. 

Surface Water Withdrawals - The applicant states that "the pumps within the Chattahoochee 
River would require a maximum flow rate of 125 mgd to achieve a yield of 72.5 mgd."27 The 
applicant has submitted three overlapping water withdrawal applications to the state EPD, none 
of which is for 125 mgd. The EIS should must an evaluation of the details of the three requested 
surface water withdrawals as they are integral to the functionality of the preferred alternative. 
These include (1) Hall County Government, withdrawal from Flat Creek Reservoir (Glades), for 
86.5/81.5 mgd, posted on 5/5/2007, and revised on 9/9/2011, Chattahoochee River Basin; (2) 
Hall County Government Board of Commissioners, withdrawal from Chattahoochee River 
(upstream of Lake Lanier), for 108.5/108.5 mgd, posted 10/5/2010, Chattahoochee River Basin; 
and (3) Hall County Government Board of Commissioners, withdrawal from Cedar Creek 
Reservoir, for 120.0/96.0 mgd, posted 11/5/2011 , application number 069-0301-05, Oconee 
River Basin.28 

Impacts 

Direct Impacts 

The EIS must evaluate all of this project' s direct impacts. Direct impacts of this project include, 
but are not limited to, the impacts to Flat Creek from construction of the reservoir, the impacts to 
the water quality and biodiversity of Chattahoochee River and Lake Lanier of the proposed water 
withdrawals, and the energy costs associated with operation of the proposed dam, pumping 
stations, and pipelines. Above, we outline several concerns regarding potentially significant 
adverse impacts of the proposed project on water quality, instream flows, riparian buffers, 

27 See Alternatives Analysis ("AA") at p. 55. 
28 See Georgia EPD, Pending Applications for Non-Farm Surface Water Withdrawals Through February 29, 2012, 
Chattahoochee and Oconee River Basins. 
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existing water supply sources, and local government finances. The Corps must examine these 
impacts fully as well as any potentially adverse impacts to rare and federally protected fish and 
wildlife species, particularly those found in Lake Lanier's headwaters. In accordance with the 
Endangered Species Act, if the Corps has not done so already, we strongly urge the Corps to 
initiate formal consultation with the U.S. Fish Wildlife Service. 

Also of particular concern are the proposed Glades project' s impacts on existing uses in the river 
including fishing and recreation. The Chattahoochee River begins 3,500 feet high in the Blue 
Ridge Mountains at Chattahoochee Gap in the national forest and flows freely for approximately 
42 miles to Belton Bridge at the headwaters of Lake Lanier. The 1,000-square mile Headwaters 
region of the Chattahoochee River is a highly recreated, free flowing river with tremendous 
opportunities for fishing, boating including passive and whitewater paddling, and hiking trails. 
The EIS should include an analysis of the Glades project including the pump stations, pipelines, 
and surface water withdrawal, on the recreational values of this pristine and highly valued 
recreational resource. 

Below Buford Dam, the Chattahoochee River supports a productive brown trout fishery as well 
as recreation in Chattahoochee River National Recreational Area ("CRNRA"), containing the 
first National Water Trail designated in the country. Therefore, the EIS also should consider any 
potential adverse impacts of the Glades project on the CRNRA as well as the brown trout 
fishery, especially those arising from adverse hydrological impacts to Lake Lanier. 

Furthermore, the EIS should analyze the impact that water loss from evaporation in Glades 
Reservoir will have on the Chattahoochee River system including Lake Lanier. Scientific studies 
have shown that reservoirs actually reduce water availability overall because they contribute to 
water evaporation. Some estimates show that over I billion gallons of water will be lost each 
year in the Glades Reservoir. Importantly, the EIS should not rely on annual averages in its 
analysis of impacts from evaporative loss to the Chattahoochee River, Lake Lanier and 
downstream. 

Other direct impacts the Corps must consider include those to the water quality in Lake Lanier, 
which has been listed on the state and federal 305(b )/303( d) impaired waters lists for nutrients 
since 2008 and is undergoing the development of a Total Maximum Daily Load ("TMDL") and 
implementation plan. The state EPD has spent considerable resources to develop a lake and 
watershed model in support of the Lake Lanier TMDL. The EIS must address any impacts that 
changes to the watershed from the Glades Reservoir project will have on water quality in Lake 
Lanier. Additionally, the Corps must consider those impacts on the Cedar Creek Reservoir itself, 
which was designed to act as a water supply source and not an intermediate receptacle in a 
complex pump-storage scheme. 

The Corps also must address water quality impacts downstream, particularly those that may arise 
due to reduced flows in the Chattahoochee at Peachtree Creek. Currently, the river must meet a 
750 cfs daily instantaneous flow standard at that juncture. The Corps must ensure that the project 
will not impede the ability of the Corps' Mobile District to meet that standard. 
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Finally, the EIS also must consider any adverse economic impacts, including those facing 
Gainesville if they are forced to comply with the current scheme. 

Indirect Impacts 

Indirect impacts are those which are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed 
in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may include growth inducing 
effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density 
or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including 
ecosystems.29 Indirect effects that should be examined in the EIS include, but are not limited to, 
effects from the growth that would be enabled if this reservoir were to be constructed. Effects on 
regional air quality, long-term effects on water quality in the Chattahoochee watershed, and 
species impacts must also be assessed in the indirect impact analysis. This watershed is already 
heavily impacted by the proliferation of impervious surfaces, so the EIS needs to consider the 
increase in impervious cover that will likely be enabled by the construction of the new water 
supply reservoir. 

Indirect impacts also may include any associated water infrastructure that will be necessary 
ultimately to implement the project. Any pipes, pumps, energy, easements, etc. necessary to fully 
realize the pump-storage scheme must be accounted for in the EIS process. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative impacts result from the incremental impacts on the environment from a project when 
added to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions in the same area. These impacts 
can arise from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period 
of time.30 

In this case, examination of all cumulative impacts is crucial to making an informed decision 
about the viability of this project considering all of its environmental costs. The Chattahoochee 
River system downstream of the proposed Glades Reservoir and withdrawal project is already 
under considerable stress from existing dams, water withdrawals, pollution discharge, and 
interbasin transfers. The EIS must examine the river system as a whole, including other proposed 
reservoirs in the basin such as the Bear Creek project in South Fulton County. Concerns have 
been expressed about this proposed project from stakeholders in Alabama and Florida, in 
addition to downstream interests within Georgia, so the Corps must examine this project in light 
of the incremental effects it will have on the Chattahoochee system. In fact, the Corps' Mobile 
District continues to raise concerns over the potential adverse impacts these dams may have on 
their ability to operate the ACF to meet all authorized purposes. The EIS must address any 
potential impacts to the Mobile District' s ability to operate the entire ACF system. 

A result of the Glades Reservoir project will be an increase in interbasin transfers from the 
Chattahoochee River Basin to the Oconee River Basin. The system operations described in the 
application indicate that water withdrawals will be prioritized to come from Cedar Creek, then 

29 
See 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8(b). 

30 
See 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7. 
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North Oconee River, the Chattahoochee River, and the Glades Reservoir. This prioritization 
would result in higher use of water from the Oconee River Basin during wetter periods and 
higher use of water from them Chattahoochee River Basin in drier periods. The effects of this 
interbasin transfer must be evaluated for both the donor and receiving basins. The EIS should 
also cover effects on both the Oconee/ Altamaha River Basin and the Etowah/Coosa River Basin. 
The same holds true for the Etowah Basin, since that basin is closely tied to the Chattahoochee 
Basin as a result of interbasin transfers. 

Mitigation plan 

As explained above, the 404(b)(l) guidelines require the permit applicant to take all appropriate 
and practicable steps to avoid and minimize adverse impacts to waters of the United 
States; practicable means available and capable of being done after taking into consideration 
cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project purposes. Where the project 
results in unavoidable impacts, however, compensatory mitigation is required to offset any 
environmental losses and to ensure that an activity requiring a section 404 permit complies with 
the guidelines. 

In this application, Hall County has neglected to present any mitigation plans, as such this 
application is incomplete. Without a proposed mitigation plan, the Corps cannot make a 
determination to issue a permit because there can be no consideration of whether the unavoidable 
impacts can be appropriately and practicably mitigated. Moreover, the public is not able to 
provide meaningful review and input during this scoping period. 

According to the applicant, however, the preferred alternative will have unavoidable impacts 
including almost 40 acres of wetlands and almost 18 miles of stream impacts from the reservoir 
site. 31 Yet, Hall County has failed in its duty to submit any proposal for compensatory 
mitigation. Nonetheless, the EIS must include a detailed description of all project stream and 
wetland impacts resulting from the numerous actions proposed by Hall County including the 
reservoir and dam construction, pump stations and pipelines, and water treatment facilities and 
distribution lines. 

If the applicant does submit a compensatory mitigation plan, and the Corps moves forward with 
the EIS process, then the EIS must include an analysis of alternative methods for calculating 
appropriate and practicable mitigation. The 2004 Standard Operating Procedures for Calculating 
Compensatory Mitigation in Georgia ("2004 SOP"), however, is not adequate for use in this 
instance. This is because the 2004 SOP methodology is applicable to projects resulting in 
adverse impacts up to 10 acres or less of wetland and/or 5,000 linear feet of stream. If applied in 
this case, the 2004 SOP would underestimate the credits needed to mitigate for this project as 
wetland and stream impacts far exceed those contemplated in the 2004 SOP. 

It is our understanding, however, that the Savannah District of the Corps is developing a revised 
SOP for compensatory mitigation, which will have the ability to determine mitigation 

31 AA at p. 46, Jurisdictional Waters Section . Note that the Summary of Reservoir Alternatives on page 57 of the AA 
presents a smaller number of stream impacts (10.17 miles), which is not what is presented in the Jurisdictional 
Waters Report. 
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requirements for large projects including reservoirs. If and when the Corps adopts the new SOP, 
then the EIS should include an analysis of mitigation under the new SOP that would 
appropriately and practicably compensate for the unavoidable impacts of the Glades projects. 

The EIS must also include an analysis of whether a mitigation proposal for the Glades project 
meets the preference hierarchy for mitigation as set out in the 2008 Compensatory Mitigation for 
Loses of Aquatic Resources Rule ("2008 Mitigation Rule"), specifically, that the applicant be 
required to mitigate in this order: (1) Mitigation bank credits; (2) In-Lieu Fee program credits; 
(3) Permitee-responsible mitigation under a watershed approach; ( 4) On-site and/or in-kind 
permitee-resfonsible mitigation; and (5) Off-site and/or out-of-kind permitee-responsible 
mitigation. 3 Additionally, the EIS must include an analysis of whether the proposal meets the 
ultimate standard of being the environmentally preferable option taking into consideration 
location of mitigation, ecological functionality gains and losses, ratio of preservation to 
restoration, and viability of long term maintenance and monitoring plans. 

Conclusion 

For the reasons stated above, we do not believe that the proposed Glades Reservoir project is 
needed to supply water to Hall County. We urge the Corps to conduct a robust analysis of 
alternatives in the EIS, and to critically evaluate all of the impacts from the numerous 
components to the Glades Reservoir project. 

Please contact any of us or Juliet Cohen, UCR General Counsel, to discuss this letter or any 
related questions. 

Sincerely, 

Jenny Hoffner 
Director, Water Supply 
American Rivers 

dJMJtr 
Gil Rogers 
Southern Environmental Law Center 

Sally~~ 

Executive Director and Riverkeeper 
Upper Chattahoochee Riverkeeper 

32 See Compensatory Mitigation for Loses of Aquatic Resources Final Rule; 33 C.F.R. §332. 

Comment letter to Glades Reservoir Project, Apri l 17, 2012, p. 17 



GREATER HALL 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

230 E. E. Butler Parkway 

Post Office Box 374 April 16, 2012 
Gainesville, Georgia 30503 

770.532.6206 

Fax 770.535.8419 

www.greaterhallchamber.com 

www. siliconlakelanier. com 

Mr. Richard Morgan 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
100 West Oglethorpe A venue 
Savannah, Georgia 31401 - 3640 

Re: Proposed Hall County Glades Reservoir 

Dear Mr. Morgan: 

The Greater Hall Chamber of Commerce is a strong supporter of the proposed 
Hall County Glades Reservoir. We recognize that a secure water supply is 
essential for the future of Hall County. We fully support and have called for the 
maximum allocation of drinking water from Lake Lanier to the City of 
Gainesville and Hall County. However, even under the most optimistic 
projections, there will not be sufficient drinking water allocated to Hall County 
from Lake Lanier to meet all the future water need of the County. 

It is essential that Hall County implement water supply plans to close the gap 
between its future water supply needs and the Lake Lanier drinking water 
allocations. The proposed Gladles Reservoir can fill this gap. 

We suggest the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) include an identification 
of the Hall County water supply needs for the Year 2060 and subtract the 
allowable Lake Lanier water allocations to be determined by the Corps of 
Engineers this s mer. The EIS should then support the construction of the 
Glades Res oi to ide the unmet water needs. 

"FROM ISL~NDS TO HIGHLANDS ... 
I . 
1__,_ -

WE'VE GOT IT ALL!" BY~ CESA~~1{!J 



 
 

 

A NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATION DEDICATED TO THE PROTECTION AND STEWARDSHIP OF THE APALACHICOLA RIVER & BAY 
PO Box 8  (232-B Water Street) Apalachicola FL 32329  (850) 653-8936  Riverkeeper@ApalachicolaRiverkeeper.org 

 

Glades Reservoir Comments from Apalachicola Riverkeeper 
 
April 17, 2012 
 

 Registered comments on web site, with some difficulty 
http://www.gladesreservoir.com/submit-comments 

 If you have any questions about the project you may contact: 

 US Army Corps of Engineers 

 Attention: Regulatory Division 

 100 West Oglethorpe Avenue 

 Savannah, Georgia 31401-3640 

 If you experience any problems with this webpage, please contact the webmaster at: 

 doug.johnston@aecom.com. 

 
 Sent email with attached comments to Doug Johnston (doug.johnston@aecom.com), 

making note of this difficulty. 
 
 
April 17, 2012 
 

 Mailed hard copy of comments overnight to: 
 Mr. Richard Morgan 
 Regulatory Division 
 Savannah District 
 US Army Corps of Engineers 
 100 West Oglethorpe Avenue 
 Savannah, GA 31401 
 

 Mailed hard copy of comments to: 
 Colonel Steven J. Roemhildt 
 District Commander 
 Mobile District 
 US Army Corps of Engineers 
 109 St. Joseph Street 
 Mobile, AL 36602-3630 
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April 16, 2012 

 
 
Mr. Richard Morgan Colonel Steven J. Roemhildt 
Regulatory Division District Commander  
Savannah District Mobile District  
US Army Corps of Engineers  US Army Corps of Engineers 
100 West Oglethorpe Avenue  109 St. Joseph Street 
Savannah, GA 31401  Mobile, AL 36602-3630 
 
Re: Glades Reservoir–Hall County, GA–Flat Creek: Permit Application #SAS-2007-00388 
 
Dear Mr. Morgan and Colonel Roemhildt: 
 
On behalf of hundreds of our members in the Apalachicola, Chattahoochee, and Flint (ACF) 
River Basin, Apalachicola Riverkeeper appreciates the Corps determination that an EIS is 
required for the referenced project.  We continue to believe that the referenced application 
should be unconditionally denied for reasons enumerated in the letter below.  The interstate 
nature of the ACF River Basin, the authorizations to the US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) 
and the State of Georgia pursuant to Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. §§ 
1341, 1344), and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. § 403), require 
consideration of the cumulative effects on downstream users in Florida.  Relevant uses of our 
members potentially affected by this project include, but are not limited to: conservation, 
economics, aesthetics, general environmental concerns, wetlands, historic properties, fish and 
wildlife values, flood hazards, flood plain values, land use, navigation, shoreline erosion and 
accretion, recreation, water supply and conservation, water quality, energy needs, safety, food 
and fiber production, mineral needs, consideration of property ownership and in general, the 
needs and welfare of the people.  Our use of the waters of the Apalachicola will be diminished 
by additional and cumulate impacts of further withdrawals and depletions from the ACF System 
related to the Glades Reservoir.  Current conditions and water use in the basin make it practically 
and physically impossible for the EIS to demonstrate a feasible rationale for the project. 
 
The following comments illustrate the impacts that will ultimately arise from the issuance of a 
Section 404(b) dredge and fill permit by the US Army Corps of Engineers and a Section 401 
water quality certification by the Georgia Environmental Protection Division.   The US Supreme 
Court recognized the application of the Clean Water Act to issues of water quantity in PUD No.1 

of Jefferson County and City of Tacoma v. Washington Department of Ecology, 114 S.Ct. 1900 
(1994).   In the PUD, the Court made clear that the Clean Water Act definition of pollution as 
“the man-made or man-induced alteration of the chemical, physical, biological, and radiological 
integrity of water (33 U.S.C. 1362(19) and the requirement for the Environmental Protection 
Agency to seek information about “processes, procedures, and methods to control pollution 
resulting from … changes in the movement, flow, or circulation of any navigable waters or 
ground waters, including changes caused by the construction of dams, levees, channels, 
causeways, or flow diversion facilities” authorized the regulation of impacts from alterations of 
water quantity.   
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Furthermore, the water use promoted by the construction of the Glades Reservoir will impact the 
operations the Mobile District of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Mobile District) implement 
on the ACF River Basin.  Thru direct withdrawal and evaporation from the existence of the 
reservoir the project will impact the Mobile District’s operational plan and Water Control 
Manual which has been under revision for over 20 years.  The impacts therefore come under the 
jurisdiction of the Mobile District and must be part of the consideration to that management plan.  
This will require development of an Instream Flow Assessment to determine the needs of the 
downstream users including, but not limited to, the Apalachicola River and Bay.   
 
Finally, our comments focus on the requirement of the National Environmental Policy Act 
(“NEPA”) (42 U.S.C. § 4332) that a detailed statement by the responsible official be prepared for 
this major Federal action that will significantly affect the quality of the human environment.  To 
satisfy NEPA, the Corps must consider, among other things: (1) impacts that may be both 
beneficial and adverse, (2) unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to 
wetlands, (3) the degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are 
likely to be highly controversial, and (4) the degree to which the possible effects on the human 
environment are highly uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks.   Moreover, the Corps 
must analyze the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. This will also require development of 
an Instream Flow Assessment to determine the needs of the downstream users including, but 
not limited to, the Apalachicola River and Bay. 
 
Reduction of Downstream Flows and Associated Impacts 

 
The divergence (30-38% decline) from baseline flows that existed before dams were constructed 
on the rivers of the ACF River System and described in Attachment 1 has resulted in significant 
impacts to Apalachicola River, Floodplain, and Bay.  The existence and proposed uses for the 
Glades Reservoir will further reduce flows downstream and exacerbate the cumulative 
ecological, cultural and economic impacts to Apalachicola River, Floodplain, and Bay area.   
 
River level declines have impacted the Apalachicola Floodplain and River by reducing the 
connection of the river to the floodplain and inundation durations.  The reduced and lost 
connectivity has resulted in significant loss of millions of trees, fish and wildlife habitat, and fish 
and wildlife.  The USGS has issued reports (Professional Paper 1594, Scientific Investigations 
Report 2008-5062, Scientific Investigations Report 2008-5173) which establish impacts that 
have and are occurring to the Apalachicola River due to reductions in flow attributable to actions 
of the Corps’ and the State of Georgia.  Significant losses of endangered and threatened species 
have also been documented by the State of Florida.   
 
Impacts to the productivity of Apalachicola Bay from reduced freshwater flows resulted in lost 
production of marine species including fish, shell fish, and wildlife which brought the Bay close 
to a near disastrous unraveling of the food web. These effects have been described in the report: 
Importance of River Flow to the Apalachicola River-Bay System (Robert J. Livingston, 
Department of Biological Science, Florida State University, Tallahassee, Florida, September 
2008).  Freshwater declines during the recent drought increased salinity levels in the Bay and 
extended the duration of the time that high salinities persisted in the Bay resulting in 80% of the 
oyster bars being decimated by predators that inundate the bars during periods of higher salinity. 
 
Water Quality Impacts from Reduced Flows 
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Reduced flows have altered water and habitat quality in the river, floodplain and bay.  Reduced 
river levels have cut off flows to the floodplain and sloughs, disconnected backwater swamps for 
long periods of time, and caused die offs of fish and shellfish due to low DO, increased 
temperature, stagnant conditions and even completely dried up sloughs and swamps.  Increases 
in Bay salinity and temperatures also precipitated the reductions and loss of oysters, crab, fish 
and shrimp species. 
 
Cumulative Impacts of Water Allocation in Georgia 

 

Water allocation by the State of Georgia has been improving, but is inconsistent and relatively 
uncontrolled with no consideration of the instream flow needs when it comes to allocation of 
water.  The State of Georgia is not willing or prepared to determine what allocations are 
appropriate or can be made without causing harm to downstream users.  This particular proposed 
reservoir will deplete the Chattahoochee River System by an additional 72 MGD.  Evaporation 
will further increase this loss during the warmer months of the year.  Increases in water 
temperature and reductions in DO will be associated with the reservoir after constructed and 
filled. While the depletion and impacts to downstream users may seem small in comparison to 
other users, it is certain that the impacts described above demonstrate that over-allocation of the 
water resources has occurred at existing water use levels.  Additional depletions from the system 
will exacerbate those impacts.  The State of Georgia should not justify the allocation of 
additional withdrawals from the system knowing that such impacts are occurring to downstream 
users. 
 
The applicant makes a determination of based on an instream flow of 7Q10 as the minimum flow 
and dam release for Flat Creek.  The use of the 7Q10 flow is inadequate to sustain ecological 
resources of a stream and should not be acceptable to the Corps or the State of Georgia as a 
reasonable component to measure “safe yield” from the creek. The Instream Flow Council stated 
in its publication “Instream Flows for Riverine Resource Stewardship – Revised Edition” 
(Instream Flow Council-2002, Revised Edition 2004) that “Use of the 7Q10 persists because it 
favors off-stream water uses.  However, it does so by sacrificing the fish and wildlife resources 
that belong to the public and over which government has a stewardship responsibility.”  
 

Cumulative Impacts of Water Management by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) 

 
The Mobile District of the Corps manages 5 reservoirs on the Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers.  
The allocation of waters by the State of Georgia for the Glades Reservoir will impact the Corps 
ability to meet its congressionally authorized purposes under the Water Supply Act.  General 
Joseph Schroedel, South Atlantic Division Commander, stated before the National Research 
Council that there is not enough water to meet existing needs in the ACF System.  It is therefore 
inconsistent with Corps Policy and Guidelines for the Corps to allow further withdrawals from 
the ACF over which it has authority.  In order to determine downstream impacts to the 
Apalachicola River and Bay, it is necessary to perform and Ecological Instream Flow 
Assessment to determine the freshwater flows required to sustain the resources and economies of 
our region. 
 
The “intensity” of the cumulative impacts of water allocation in Georgia and reservoir 
management on the ACF must also be analyzed by the Corps.  These impacts include:  
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 “The degree to which the proposed action affects public health or safety”—because of the 
potentially significant adverse effects on downstream water quality due to lower flows in 
the Apalachicola River and higher salinity in Apalachicola Bay, this is of heightened 
concern; 
 

  “The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to 
be highly controversial”—given the intense ongoing tri-state water wars, this application 
is clearly controversial; 

 
 “The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly uncertain 

or involve unique or unknown risks”—given the uncertainty regarding future allocation 
out of Lake Lanier for meeting metro Atlanta water supply needs, potential for future 
droughts, and climate change, the magnitude of impacts on the Apalachicola River and 
Bay may in fact prove to be significant; 

 
 “Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but 

cumulatively significant impacts”—of particular concern is the cumulative effect of this 
withdrawal along with other past, present, and future withdrawals on the Apalachicola 
River and Bay’s water and habitat quality, recreation, commercial productivity and listed 
species; 

 
 “The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened 

species or its habitat that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973”—of particular concern here is the potential adverse effects of reduced flow 
in the Apalachicola River on federally listed mussels (purple bankclimber, fat three-ridge, 
Chipola slabshell) and the Gulf sturgeon; and  

 
 “Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or local law or requirements 

imposed for the protection of the environment”— the proposed action threatens to violate 
the federal Clean Water Act, National Environmental Policy Act, Endangered Species 
Act, and Water Supply Act.  The Water Resources Act by the Florida Legislature in 1972 
defines the minimum flow for a given watercourse as the limit at which further 
withdrawals would be "significantly harmful" to the water resources or ecology of the 
area.  Further withdrawals will in fact violate this state law, which is already violated 
based on existing impacts from current withdrawals in the state of Georgia.  

 

Endangered Species Act 
 

The Endangered Species Act requires formal consultation for federal actions that “may affect” 
listed species or critical habitat. There are at least three federally listed mussels (purple 
bankclimber, fat three-ridge, Chipola slabshell) and the Gulf sturgeon within the Apalachicola 
River that may be affected by the proposed action.  

 
Therefore, the Corps must initiate formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on 
additional withdrawals.   Moreover, because downstream impacts may impact ACF operations 
extending as far as Apalachicola Bay, the Corps also must formally consult with the NOAA 
Fisheries Service as to impacts the proposed project may have on the federally listed Gulf 
sturgeon. 
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Loss of Benefits to Members of the Apalachicola Riverkeeper 

 
These aforementioned documented impacts to the Apalachicola River and Bay have diminished 
and harmed our member’s ability to enjoy and benefit from the use of the Apalachicola River 
and Bay.  Our members hike, boat, fish, swim, hunt, bird watch, timber, commercially harvest 
honey, oyster, shrimp, crab, flounder and other Gulf marine species, and further benefit from the 
ecosystem services (ATTACHMENT 2) provided by the ACF System.  These activities all rely 
on a healthy Apalachicola River and Bay ecosystem that is dependent on flows that sustain that 
ecosystem.     
 
Without thorough documentation using the best scientific methods available that such impacts 
are not a result of reduced freshwater flows from the Chattahoochee and Flint rivers, it is 
inconsistent with the authorizations provided to the Corps and/or the State of Georgia, pursuant 
to Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. §§ 1341, 1344), and Section 10 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. § 403) to authorize any further reduction of flows 
downstream.   
 
We respectfully request that permitting agents that have not observed the biodiversity and 
productivity of this natural system make a site visit in order to better understand the critical role 
that flows play in sustaining the ecosystem, cultures, communities and economies that exist 
along the bank and shores of the Apalachicola River, Floodplain, and Bay. 
 
Sincerely,  

      
Dan Tonsmeire       
Riverkeeper 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
 

NATURAL BASELINE FLOWS
Chattahoochee gage

Average Daily Flows in 
Drought, Dry, Normal, and Wet Years

Pre-Lanier (1923-1955)

Dan Tonsmeire, Apalachicola Riverkeeper

 
Average daily flows in DROUGHT YEARS
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Average daily flows in DRY YEARS
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Average daily flows in NORMAL YEARS
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Average daily flows in WET YEARS
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Drought Years 
(3 lowest years in terms of flow)

Calendar year 
(Jan1-Dec31)

Annual avg
flow (cfs) Rank

1955 11,223 1

1941 12,417 2

1951 12,949 3
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Dry Years
(11 lowest years in terms of flow)

Calendar 
year (Jan1-

Dec31)
Annual avg 
flow (cfs) Rank

1955 11,223 1

1941 12,417 2

1951 12,949 3

1935 13,237 4

1927 13,525 5

1931 13,996 6

1954 14,381 7

1950 15,102 8

1934 15,130 9

1938 17,004 10

1940 18,987 11

 
 
 

Normal Years
(11 middle years in terms of flow)

Calendar 
year (Jan1-

Dec31)
Annual avg
flow (cfs) Rank

1932 19,038 12

1945 19,122 13

1952 19,198 14

1924 20,645 15

1939 21,062 16

1933 21,295 17

1925 21,860 18

1930 22,152 19

1942 22,585 20

1926 23,161 21

1943 24,062 22
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Wet Years
(11 highest years in terms of flow)

Calendar 
year (Jan1-

Dec31)
Annual avg 
flow (cfs) Rank

1953 24,706 23

1923 25,600 24

1937 25,995 25

1944 26,672 26

1947 27,197 27

1928 27,424 28

1946 28,130 29

1949 29,250 30

1936 30,973 31

1948 36,830 32

1929 39,580 33
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(Pre and Post Dam Flow Comparison Hydrographs) 
 

Flow Comparison
Apalachicola River at Chattahoochee, Florida

Pre-Dam             Post-Dam

1923-1955 
33-yr period before

filling of Lanier

1975-2007
33-yr period after 

filling of West Point

 
 

Pre-Dam Flows
For Groups of Years Ranked by Average Annual Flow
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Pre-Dam  Vs  Post-Dam

Annual Rainfall Unchanged 

10% LESS annual flow 

(30% LESS Apr-Aug flow)

 
 
 

Pre-Dam  Vs  Post-Dam

Annual Rainfall Unchanged 

18% LESS annual flow 

(38% LESS Apr-Aug flow)
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BASELINE FLOWS
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ATTACHMENT 2 
 

ECOSYSTEM SERVICES 
 

Because ecosystem services are not generally traded in the marketplace, their full 
value is not captured in the conventional economic statistics. The market value of 
goods and services derived from ecosystems typically reflects only the human 
labor, technological and managerial inputs used for their extraction, processing, 
transportation and distribution. A consequence of this is that the underlying natural 
resources may be unsustainably exploited or improperly managed. 
 
What are ecosystem services? 
The natural environment provides an array of ecosystem goods and 
services that are critical to the welfare of the human population and to 
the support of life generally.  Following are some of the important 
ecosystem services that have been widely recognized (Daily, 1997) 
(see also, http://www.centurycommission.org/current_projects.asp): 
 

 Production of agricultural food and fiber products; 
 Forestry and fisheries production; 
 Setting for outdoor recreational activity; 
 Purification of air and water; 
 Mitigation of droughts and floods; 
 Generation and preservation of soils and renewal of their 

fertility; 
 Detoxification and decomposition of wastes; 
 Pollination of crops and natural vegetation; 
 Dispersal of seeds; 
 Cycling and movement of nutrients; 
 Control of potential agricultural pests; 
 Maintenance of biodiversity; 
 Protection of coastal shores from erosion by waves; 
 Protection from the sun’s harmful ultraviolet rays; 
 Partial stabilization of climate; 
 Moderation of weather extremes and their impacts. 

 
Nature furnishes these services to human society as an outcome of 
the normal functioning of healthy ecosystems. Flows of materials, 
energy and information arise from the natural capital stocks of plants, 
animals, minerals, and atmospheric gases, which may be periodically 
accumulated or depleted by both natural cycles and human activities.  
Ecosystems have evolved over billions of years to be highly efficient 
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and robust. Some of these ecosystem services provided by nature are 
critical and irreplaceable. Others may be accomplished by engineered 
human systems only at great expense. 
 

 
Reference 

http://www.centurycommission.org/current_projects.asp and go to CC UF Applied 
Sustainability, "Review of Environmental, Social, and Economic Concepts for 
Sustainable Development in Florida" edited by Dr. Stephen S. Mulkey, Chair at 
UF of People and Land Use Strategies (PLUS) Workgroup”, and to "Protecting 
Ecosystem Services in Florida" September 1, 2006 by Alan W. Hodges” 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 



Waterway Development Association 
630 East Broad Street, Eufaula, AL 36027 

334 I 688-1000 334 I 695-1878 

Mr. Richard Morgan, Project Manager 
U S Army Corps of Engineers 
Regulatory Division · 
l 00 West Oglethorpe Ave, 
Savannah, GA 31401-3640 

Re: Glades Reservoir, Hall County, GA 
File# SAS 2007-00388 

Dear Mr. Morgan 

April 13, 2012 

Tri Rivers Waterway Development Association-(TRWDA), a downstream interest 
representing industry, municipalities, counties, and recreation interests for over 50 years, 
of the proposed project has the following comments and concerns: 

A. In order to minimize impacts to downstream interest, it is imperative that a 
sound flow management strategy be developed and followed. Such a flow 
management strategy should be part of a more holistic ACF flow management 
plan, possibly the USACE Operating Plan or the future ACFS Sustainable 
Water Management Plan. This way the overall ACF system benefits from 
increased storage without negative impacts to other users can be 
demonstrated. TRWDA would like the ability to comment on the flow 
management plan, when one is drafted. 

B. In the present proposal it states "When adequate flows are available in the 
Chattahoochee River, water will be withdrawn from the Chattahoochee 
River . . . " TRWDA has concerns as to what and where are adequate flows 
defined. How will the level of Lake Lanier be incorporated into the acceptable 
withdrawal rate? Will the return flows be above to Lanier or below Lanier? 

C. Instead of proposing to maintain a 7Q 10 minimum flow in the Chattahoochee 
River at point of withdrawal, the project goal in our opinion needs to be "to 
maintain the existing flow releases from Lake Lanier without adversely 
affecting the pre-project levels of Lake Lanier". It appears that without this 
goal, the project as proposed will produce negative impacts on the ACF 
basin. 



D. 111.e Corps should include in their analysis a review of the demand projections 
projected by Hall County. In other words, are the projected needs for 2060 
real 

E. If Hall County has not included an "alternatives analysis" in their permit 
application, they should be required to do so. 

F. Recognizing that septic tanks and LAS are highly consumptive water uses, 
TRWDA requests that water withdrawn from Glades Reservoir be utilized 
only for purpose that yield a 7 5% or higher return rate in order to minimize 
the impact to downstream uses. 

G. TRWDA recommends that no inter-basin transfers from the Chattahoochee 
Basin occur due to withdrawals from the Glades Reservoir, such that impacts 
to downstream interests are minimized. 

s&rv1~ · 
Billy t. Houston 
Executive Director 

·ty to share comments. 

Tri Rivers Waterway Development Association. 



Numerous individuals submitted the following email message to the US Army Corps 
of Engineers. 

Col. Jeffrey Hall 
100 West Oglethorpe Ave. 
Savannah, GA 3401-3640 

Dear Col. Hall, 

As a supporter of American Rivers , Upper Chattahoochee Riverkeeper, and 
Trout Unlimited, I urge the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to deny the permit 
requests for Glades Reservoir (Hall County, GA) and Bear Creek Reservoir (Fulton 
County, GA), both projects to be located in the Chattahoochee River Basin. 

The Chattahoochee River system is recognized for its beauty, outstanding 
recreational opportunities, and as a major drinking water source. Both pump
storage reservoirs are really amenity lakes for future development disguised as 
water supply sources . The projected water supply need for these projects is 
based on grossly inflated popul ation growth data . The withdrawal of up to 140 
million gallons of water per day from the Chattahoochee River and, on average, 5 
million gallons per day lost to increased evaporation will significantly reduce 
flows in the river basin. Consistent flows and cool water temperatures are 
critical to maintain the robust wild brown trout population that led to the 
Chattahoochee River being recognized by Trout Unlimited as one of America's 100 
Best Trout Streams, and the America ' s Great Waters Coalition list of America's 
Great Waters . For these reasons, Glades Reservoir and Bear Creek Reservoir do 
not meet the standard for permitting. 

Rather, the region should maximize existing water supply sources such as Lake 
Lanier and take an aggressive stance on conservation and efficiency to generate 
large quantities of water at a fraction of the cost and with little or no 
environmental impact. 

I strongly urge the Corps to deny the permit requests for Glades and Bear Creek 
reservoirs . 

Sincerely, 



Mr. Richard W. Morgan 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
100 West Oglethorpe Avenue 
Savannah, Georgia 31412 

April 17, 2012 

Ref: Glades Reservoir Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Morgan: 

Based on the information provided by the Savannah District, the proposed Glades Reservoir will have 

"useable" storage of 11.7 billion gallons or 35,908 acre-ft. The reservoir will be used to supply a demand 

of 72.5 Mgal/d (;:: 222.5 acre-feet/d;:: 112 cfs). In addition, 86 Mgal/d (;::264 acre-feet/d = 133 cfs) can 

be diverted to the Cedar Creek Reservoir. Therefore, a combined total of 245 cfs can be diverted from 

the Chattahoochee River to Glades and Cedar Creek Reservoirs. 

The documents provided states that the Glades Reservoir will be used for low flow augmentation. The 

stated minimum flow proposed by the applicant at the pump intake is 184 cfs (=7010) or the natural 

inflow, whichever is less. The minimum proposed flow in Flat Creek downstream of the reservoir is 4.6 

cfs or the natural flow, whichever is less. Therefore, the only required flow augmentation is to maintain, 

at most, a 7010 flow. This, of course, is a severe low flow event (once in 10 years or a 10% probability in 

any year). Low flow augmentation, therefore, is minimal and provides little if any offset for the 

withdrawals. In addition, there is little observed data for the calculations found in the reports and 

documents provided in support of the application. Much of the data is synthetic and was computed 

from observed data measured elsewhere in basin. This is the case for Fox Creek and the Chattahoochee 

River at the point of diversion. The computed 7Q10, therefore, are based on synthetic data which may 

not be entirely representative of the Chattahoochee River at the intake or Flat Creek. 

In the event the unspecified "natural flow" is determined to be less than the 7010 flow then only this 

lower flow will be required. Unfortunately, not only is the "natural flow" unspecified but the proposed 

frequency (return period) and duration are not stated. Finally, the materials provided indicate that the 

Georgia EPD will evaluate the "minimum flow requirements" as part of the water withdrawal 

application; however, this has not been accomplished. Since neither the natural flow at the pump 

intake and Flat Creek nor the minimum flow for the withdrawal permit have been determined, the EIS 

evaluation can only assume the minimum flow requirement for environmental protection, water quality 

and habitat preservation will be the 7010 at both locations. It should be recognized, however, that the 

minimum requirements could be lower based on the natural flow analysis mentioned in the documents. 

Alternatively (and much more preferable from a technical perspective), the Savannah District could 

require the applicant to determine the "minimum natural flow" as part of the permit application. In this 

manner the minimum flow requirements are clearly specified prior to commencing the EIS. Absent this, 
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the EIS should examine contingencies in the event the "natural flow" is determined to be less than the 

7Q10 in the Chattahoochee River and in Flat Creek. 

As noted above, the applicant has indicated that up to 112 cfs will be diverted to the Glades Reservoir 

on a daily basis and an additional 133 cfs to the Cedar Creek Reservoir. During undefined "Periods of 

High River Flow" up to a total of 245 cfs can be diverted from the Chattahoochee River. During 

undefined "Periods of Average to Moderate River Flows", it appears that at least 133 cfs can be diverted 

to the Cedar Creek Reservoir on a daily basis. During undefined "Periods of Low River Flows" water will 

supposedly be pumped from the Glades Reservoir to the Chattahoochee River for low flow 

augmentation. We know, however, that low flow augmentation will only be required to support the 

minimum flow equal to the 7Q10 or the "natural flow" whichever is less. Therefore, at flows above the 

7Ql0, the proposed diversions to the Glades and Cedar Creek reservoirs can range from 133 to 245 cfs. 

As a result, the proposed diversions could (and likely will) significantly alter the low flow regime of the 

Chattahoochee River from the intake to terminus of the river in Lake Lanier. It can be expected, 

therefore, that a low flow such as the 184 cfs minimum will occur much more frequently and for much 

longer durations then in the past. This should be examined as part of the EIS since it could have a 

serious impact on low flows and the associated environmental, water quality and habitat features of the 

river. 

The applicant states that 70% of the withdrawals will be returned to Lake Lanier as treated wastewater. 

The source of this statement is a water supply and water conservation plan prepared by the 

Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District. A presumed return rate used in a planning 

document provides no assurance that a return of 70% will be achieved by the applicant. Ot her users are 

reported to return approximately 50% or less. In either case, the EIS should be based on a firm 

commitment by the applicant on the return rate. 

A limited number of model simulations were undertaken in support of the permit application. Based on 

these, the applicant concludes that the diversions to the proposed Glades Reservoir and Cedar Creek 

Reservoir will not impact downstream reservoirs or the States of Florida and Alabama. This conclusion, 

however, is more speculative then factual since it is based on numerous model assumptions that may 

not be correct or cannot be determined at this time. Principal among these is the future operations of 

Lake Lanier and the remaining federal reservoirs (West Point Lake, Lake W.F. George and Lake 

Seminole). Litigation is ongoing regarding authorized purposes of Lake Lanier; specifically whether 

water supply is an authorized purpose in addition to hydropower and flood control. Therefore, the EIS 

will require that a challengeable assumption be made regarding future operations of Lake Lanier. It is 

also my understanding that the Mobile District is preparing an amended RIOP which will differ in some 

manner from the current RIOP. This introduces further uncertainty into the modeling assumptions 

made by the applicant and also into the EIS regarding future reservoir operations. In addition, no 

specific operations are available for the Glades Reservoir and diversions to the Cedar Creek Reservoir 

which would allow accurate, unambiguous simulations to be made of the impacts to Lake Lanier and 

downstream interests in Alabama and Florida. The documentation only states vague flow conditions 

("high", "high to moderate") under which the diversions may be somewhere between 133 and 245 cfs. 



The simulations conducted by the applicant reference the Revised Interim Operating Procedures (RIOP) 

prepared and implemented by the Mobile District COE. There is a well-documented record of technical 

objections and concerns by the State of Florida regarding the RIOP and violation of the Apalachicola 

River flow requirements. Furthermore, simulations of the RIOP conducted by the Mobile District using 

Georgia's 2017 water demand (without the diversions to the Glades and Cedar Creek Reservoirs) 

predicted that during the simulated equivalent of the period 01/01/99 to 03/30/08, flows into the 

Apalachicola River would be 4,550 cfs for 80 days. In addition, the simulation indicated that inflows to 

the Apalachicola River would be at or below 5,050 cfs for 550 days. These included a continuous period 

of flows in the range of 4,550 to 5,050 cfs for 177 days (- 6 months) in 2000, 68 consecutive days (-2 

months) in 2001, 117 consecutive days (-4 months) in 2002 and 214 consecutive days (-7 months) in 

2007. For comparison, the observed flows at the Chattahoochee gage on the Apalachicola River were 

5,050 cfs or less on only 72 days vs. 550 days under the RIOP with 2017 Georgia demands. Clearly, the 

diversions to the Glades and Cedar Creek reservoirs will significantly add to the cumulative impacts of 

withdrawals in the Upper Chattahoochee River Basin on Apalachicola River and other needs below Lake 

Lanier. Therefore, the EIS should address the cumulative impact of withdrawals in the upper basin and 

not just the incremental increase due to the Glades and Cedar Creek diversion. 

Even under current levels of withdrawal in the upper basin, the RIOP is biased towards storage of water 

in Lake Lanier versus releases for downstream needs. This was evident as recently as last December and 

January. During this period, the Mobile District preferentially stored water in Lanier for a month while 

restricting releases to Apalachicola River. Starting on 12/21/11 and continuing to 01/22/12 the inflow to 

Lanier was 75,120 dsf and outflow was 25,868 dsf. Therefore, a total of 49,252 dsf was added to storage 

(=97,690 acre-ft.). Using the stage-storage curve for Lanier, this equates to a computed elevation 

change of +2.92 feet. This closely matches the +2.88 feet of observed increase in the level of Lake Lanier 

during this period. 

Under the current RIOP, when composite storage of the federal reservoirs is below the top of Composite 

Zone 3, the COE can reduce the release to Apalachicola River to 5,000 cfs and continue at this level until 

Composite Storage reaches the top of Composite Zone 2. Therefore, earlier this year, the COE raised the 

level of Lake Lanier by 3 feet, increased composite storage by approximately 300,000 acre-feet (see 

Figure 1, below) while restricting releases to Apalachicola River to an average of 5,900 cfs and as low as 

5,070 cfs. This is just one of many instances in which releases to Apalachicola River have been the first 

to be reduced when low flow conditions occur. 



2011 ACF Basin Composite Conservation & Flood St orage 
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The materials submitted in support of the permit application indicate that the critical period for the 
upper basin is the drought of 1998-2002. This, however, does not coincide w ith the observed minimum 
level of Lake Lanier. As illustrated below, the lowest levels reached by Lake Lanier occurred during t he 
2007 /08 drought. During this drought, actual releases to Apalachicola River for the period May 27, 2007 
to December 16, 2007 averaged just 5, 163 cfs and dropped to a low of 4,760 cfs. This is attributable to 
the drought, Municipal and Industrial.withdrawals from Lake Lanier and COE operation of the reservoir. 
The EIS, therefore, should examine the impact of the proposed withdrawals on all drought periods 
including the 2007 / 08 drought. 
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Finally, the data from the 2007 /08 drought can be used to provide a perspective on the impact of a 

more severe drought on Lanier levels. Over the relatively brief period from December 2007 to April 

2008 the level of Lanier recovered from an elevat ion slightly less than 1,051 feet to an elevation of 1,057 

feet. Following th is, Lanier again declined to approximately 1,051 feet. Much of the recovery during the 

December 07 to April 08 period was attributable to a relatively few high inflow events. If by chance, 

these events had not occurred, the impact on Lanier and downstream needs would have been 

significantly more severe. 

It is a simple matter to remove some of the short duration events that resulted in some of the late 

2007 /early 2008 recovery. As illustrated below, if the short duration inflow events are removed and 

antecedent inflows substituted, a Lanier level below at least 1,040' could have occurred. Given the 

higher frequency of droughts that have occurred since 1999 and the increasing demands in the upper 

basin from the Chattahoochee River (Glades and Cedar Creek Reservoir diversions) and Lake Lanier this 

scenario is certainly possible and likely probable. For any modeling effort it is usually desirable to 

examine the boundaries of possible future events. The EIS should, therefore examine a possible future 

drought that is more severe than the droughts of the last decade. 
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In summary, under low flow conditions there is currently insufficient water in the basin to meet all 

consumptive demands and provide for the water needs of Apalachicola River and Bay and t he water 

quality and environmental resources of the entire ACF basin. As outlined above, Apalachicola River is 

already being impacted by the upstream withdrawals and associated reservoir operations during low 

flows. Simulations conducted by the Mobile District of the RIOP with Georgia's 2017 demands show 

even greater impacts on Apalachicola River then are now occurring. The addition of the diversions to 

the Glades and Cedar Creek Reservoirs will further increase t he cumulative withdrawals in the upper 

portion of the Chattahoochee Basin resulting in additional impacts on the Florida's water needs for 

Apalachicola River. Unfortunately, the application materials for Glades and Cedar Creek diversions 

indicate that the actual low flow augmentation by the applicant will be limited to maintaining only the 

7Q10 or "natural flow, whichever is less. At flows greater than this, between 133 and 245 cfs can be 

diverted from the Chattahoochee River. Only vague references to high flows and high to moderate 

flows are provided to indicate when 245 cfs may lbe diverted versus 133 cfs. Further, no commitment 

appears to have been made by the applicant specifying the actual return flows to Lake Lanier that will be 



achieved. The EIS will be further complicated by the uncertainty regarding operation of the reservoirs 

and in particular Lake Lanier. Ongoing litigation may result in substantial changes to the operations 

which could alter the impact analysis. Also, modifications to the current RIOP by the Mobile District will 

likely alter current operations and the scheduled releases to Apalachicola River. Each of these will need 

to the examined by the EIS if the cumulative impacts are to be realistically determined throughout t he 

ACF river system. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

~-::=b 
Douglas E. Barr1 

P.O. Box 16586 
Tallahassee, Florida 32317 

Via email 04/17/12 
Hard copy via regular mail sent on 04/17/12 

[
1 Formerly: 

Executive Director, Northwest Florida Water Management District 
1992-2012 

State of Florida Technical Representative: ACF Comprehensive Study, ACF River Basin Commission, 
Gubernatoria l directed discussion of ACF allocation formula. 
1991- 2008] 



April 16, 2012 

Mitigation Management 
5665 New Northside Drive 
Suite 260 
Atlanta, GA 30328 

MITIGATION 
MANAGEMENT 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' (USAGE) 2008 Final 
Rule for Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources established a hierarchy for selecting 
compensation options that favors mitigation banks as the preferential choice. The Final Rule then ranks 
in-lieu fee program credits followed by permittee-responsible mitigation. 

Mitigation banking is the preferential option for a variety of reasons. Mitigation bank credits are not 
released for debiting until specific milestones associated with the protection and development are 
achieved, thus reducing the risk that mitigation will not be fully successful. Mitigation banks involve more 
rigorous scientific and technical analysis, planning and implementation than permittee-responsible 
mitigation. A mitigation bank requires site identification in advance, project-specific planning, and 
significant investment of financial resources that is often not practicable for many in-lieu-fee programs. 

Georgia's sole in-lieu-fee program, the Georgia Wetland and Stream Trust Fund (GWTF), has a history of 
poor management. The GWTF does not consistently operate in accordance with its 1997 in-lieu-fee 
agreement with the Corps Savannah District or with interagency guidance issued in 2000. The GWTF's 
longstanding noncompliance has significant adverse environmental impacts. During the time period since 
the GWTF began, mitigation banks in Georgia have been subject to increasingly stringent requirements 
and oversight to assure adequacy and effectiveness. As a result, mitigation banks now provide superior 
mitigation for the loss of ecological functions associated with wetland and stream impacts. Please see 
Exhibit A for more information regarding the GWTF's history of noncompliance. 

Hall County has proposed to develop a compensatory mitigation plan in accordance with the Final Rule 
hierarchy to offset losses in aquatic function that would result from the proposed Glades Reservoir 
project. The proposed Glades Reservoir is an approximately 850-acre reservoir located on Flat Creek in 
the Upper Chattahoochee River Basin. The Reservoir is proposed to operate as part of a system with the 
existing Cedar Creek reservoir and pumping from the Chattahoochee River. According to the Hall County 
Glades Mitigation Plan (Exhibit B). the pipeline from Glades Reservoir to the Chattahoochee River will 
impact 100 linear feet, and the pipeline from the Chattahoochee River intake to the Cedar Creek reservoir 
will impact 730 linear feet. The Reservoir itself will impact 39.2 acres of jurisdictional wetlands and almost 
94, 120 linear feet of streams. Under the 2004 Savannah District SOP. the Glades Reservoir will require a 
total of 470,872.52 stream credits (468,877.02 for the reservoir, and 1,995.50 for the pipelines) and 
290.39 wetland credits. 

The following tables list the current mitigation banks in the Upper Chattahoochee and Middle 
Chattahoochee basins, along with their credit availability. Available credits are credits that have already 
been authorized by the Corps for sale and can currently be purchased from the mitigation bank. 
Remaining credits include available credits plus future credits that have already been approved by the 
Corps, but not yet authorized for sale. The future credits are authorized for sale as each mitigation bank 
meets pre-defined milestones over a 5-7 year monitoring period. 



T bl 1 St a e ream C d" A ·1 bT re 1t va1 a 11ty 
Service Area Bank Name Available Credits Remainina Credits 

BiQ Creek 97 998 
Demorest Lake 5,568 42,868 
Jenny Creek 14, 144 66,360 

Upper Seven Branches Farm 4,660 44,861 
Chattahoochee Southern Cross Ranch 6,075 257,064 

Three Creeks Cattle, LLC 24,004 123,605 
Wauka Mountain I 0 23,524 
Wauka Mountain II 2,571 40,300 

Upper Chattahoochee Total 57,119 599,580 
Barnett Farms 61 ,425 130,660 
Blue Creek 116,246 468,415 
Carrollton Mills 52, 103 180,024 
Chattahoochee 5,885 14,500 

Middle HoQansville 33,908 74,865 
Chattahoochee Oak Grove 10,788 103,175 

Ossahatchie Creek 11,922 122,241 
Pine Mountain 15,410 57,859 
Tower Road 3,993 31,030 
Wehadkee Farms 40,188 95,050 

Middle Chattahoochee Total 351,868 1,277,819 
COMBINED TOTAL 408,987 1,877,399 

*Source: RIBITS website, 4/12/12 

Table 2: Wetland Credit Availability 
Service Area Bank Name Available Credits Remainina Credits 
Upper Big Creek 10 8 
Chattahoochee 

Uooer Chattahoochee Total 10 8 
Carrollton Mills 28 97 

Middle Chattahoochee 31 35 
Chattahoochee Tower Road 0 6 

Wehadkee Farms 0 48 
Middle Chattahoochee Total 59 186 

COMBINED TOTAL 69 194 
*Source: RIBITS website, 4/12/12 

In accordance with the Final Rule, mitigation for the Glades Reservoir impacts should be accounted for 
through the use of mitigation banks. According to the Hall County Mitigation Plan, the Reservoir will 
require a total of 470,872.52 stream credits. As seen in the above tables, there are 599,580 remaining 
stream credits in the Upper Chattahoochee basin (127% of need), 408,987 available stream credits in the 
Upper and Middle Chattahoochee basins (87% of need), and 1,877,399 remaining stream credits in the 
Upper and Middle Chattahoochee basins (400% of need). 

The Reservoir will require a total of 290.39 wetland credits. Within the Upper and Middle Chattahoochee 
service areas, there are currently 194 remaining wetland credits (66% of need). This equates to a deficit 
of approximately 100 wetland credits (34% of need). Per RIBITS, there are currently three pending banks 
in the Upper Chattahoochee and three pending banks in the Middle Chattahoochee. Several of these 
pending banks have wetland components to them, which, once approved, will increase the available and 
remaining wetland credits within the basin. 

In addition to the Upper and Middle Chattahoochee, the Upper Flint River service area is also within the 
Apalachicola/Chattahoochee/Flint River Basin (ACF Basin) where the proposed Glades Reservoir is 



located. All three service areas are within the Piedmont physiographic region. According to RIBITS, there 
are currently 52 available wetland credits in the Upper Flint Basin. With future releases, there are 306 
remaining credits (105% of need) in the basin. Combined with credits from the Upper Chattahoochee and 
Middle Chattahoochee, wetland impacts for the project can be completely compensated for through the 
use of mitigation credits. 

Based on the availability of stream and wetland credits within the ACF Basin, the use of in-lieu-fee 
mitigation and permittee responsible mitigation is not necessary. As determined by the Final Rule, 
mitigation banks are the preferential compensation option because they best comply with the "no net loss" 
objective of the Clean Water Act. We strongly urge Hall County and USAGE to comply with the standards 
of the Final Rule and utilize mitigation banks for compensation for impacts associated with Glades 
Reservoir. 

Sincerely, 

Matt Peevy 
matt@mitigationcredits.com 
( 404 )376-4698 

Trey Evans 
wmevans3@qmail.com 
( 404 )308-0662 



BYRON W. KJRKPATRICK 
,c4.885.3387 teleph0ne 
~04.962.6602 lactlmile 
t,yroo~,t,.palncilOUoulma~and«s.com 

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS 

Russell Kaiser 
Regulatory Division Chief 

TROUTMAN 
SANDERS 

January 22, 2010 

US Army Corps of Engineers Savannah District 
100 W. Oglethorpe A venue 
P. 0. Box 889 
Savannah, GA 31402-0889 

Re: In-Lieu Fee Program Reform 

Dear Mr. Kaiser: 

TROUTMAN SAXOERS LLP 
Alt1lrneys at Law 

Bank cl America Plaza 
600 Peecl\Uee Stteel. Ne. Suite 5200 

A!lanLl, Ge01g1a l0308·2216 
404.885.3000 telephooe 

IIO!llmansander,.com 

As you know, the 2008 compensatory mitigation rule, 73 FR 19,594 (April 10, 2008), 
sets a June 8, 2010 deadline for updating existing in-lieu fee program agreements. We trust the 
Savannah District is preparing for that deadline and have been asked to provide you with this 
Jetter outlining its opportunities and chaJlenges associated with bringing the Georgia Wetland 
and Stream Trust Fund ("GWTF') in-lieu fee program in line with the 2008 compensatory 
mitigation rule. 

Over the last decade, the Corps and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency have 
made great strides at improving the environmental benefits derived from all types of 
compensatory mitigation. Among other things, the agencies have required better documentation, 
more meaningful agency and public oversight, and enhanced measurement and monitoring for 
mitigation projects. Not incidentally, che agencies have dramatically improved mitigation
sponsor accountability for the projects they undertake. These efforts have directly benefited the 
environment and the public welfare and have assured more effective mitigation - with the 
principal goal being "no net Joss" of wetland and stream functions. 

Based on our review, Georgia's sole in-lieu fee program - the GWTF -has not kept pace 
with the agencies' reformation efforts. Indeed, it appears that the GWTF program does not 
operate consistent with its 1997 in-lieu fee agreement with the Corps Savannah District or with 
interagency guidance issued over nine years ago. 65 FR 66,914 (Nov. 7, 2000). We hope that 
this letter and our regulatory review will assist the Savannah District with its important task of 
reforming the use and operation of in-lieu fee programs in Georgia. 

ATLANTA CHICAGO HONG KONG LONDON NEW YORK NEWARK NORFOLK ORANGE COUNTY 

RALEIGH RICHMOND SAN DIEGO SHANGHAI TVSONS CORNER VIRGINIA BUCH WASHINGTON, DC 
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Regulatory Background 

The GWTF operates as an "approved" in-lieu fee mitigation program pursuant to the 
Agreement Between the Georgia lmuJ TntSt Service Center and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers Savannah District (eJtecuted July 1997. as amended November 1998) ("GWTF 
Agreement") (attached as "Attachment A"). This agreement requires. among other things, 
annual financial audits and reports about specific wetland mitigation projects. GWIF Agreement 
§ 6. It also requires the GWTF selection committee provide written reports about each wetland 
project selected by the committee. Id. § 8. 

Three yea.rs after the GWTF Agreement was executed. the Corp~. the EPA, the U.S. Fish 
& Wildlife Service, and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration finalized 
interagency guidance on the use of in-lieu-fee arrangements for Clean Water Act § 404 permit 
mitigation. Federal Guidance on the use of In-Lieu-Fee Arrangements for Compensatory 
Mitigation Under Section 4()4 of the Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors 
Act; Notice, 65 Fed. Reg. 66.914 (Nov. 7, 2000) ("In-Lieu Fee Guidance" or "Guidance") 
(attached as "Attachment B"). This guidance clarifies "the manner in which in-lieu-fee 
mitigation may serve as an effective and useful approach to satisfy compensatory mitigation 
requirements and meet the Administration's goal of no overall net loss of wetlands." ld. at 
66,914/3 (emphasis supplied). Importantly, the guidance provides that "existing in-lieu-fee 
arrangements or agreements should be reviewed and modified as necessary" in light of the 
Guidance. Id. at 66.917/3. As outlined below, the current GWTF Agreement does not meet the 
standards and criteria documented in the interagency In-Lieu Fee Guidance. 

Finally. on April 10, 2008, the Corps and EPA finalized their joint compensatory 
mitigation rule. Compensatory Mitigation for wsses of Aquatic Resources; Final Rule, 73 Fed. 
Reg. 19,594 (April 10, 2008) ("Mitigation Rule"). The Mitigation Rule carries forward several 
aspects of the In-lieu Fee Guidance and gives them the full force of regulation. For example the 
Mitigation Rule retains the In-Lieu Fee Guidance' s preference for mitigation-bank mitigation 
over in-lieu fee mitigation, as well as the preference for restoration over preservation. 
Additionally. like the In-Lieu Fee Guidance, the Mitigation Rule requires in-lieu fee program 
agreements meet the same stringent substantive and procedural requirements applicable to 
mitigation banks. Other specific requirements of the In-Lieu Fee Guidance and the Mitig_ation 
Rule are discussed below in the context of GWTF operations. 

Georgia's In-Lieu Fee Program - the GWTF 

As an initial matter, the GWfF does not appear to be operating in accordance with its 
agreement with the Corps - the 1997 GWfF Agreement Additionally, since November 2000, 
the GWfF Agreement and GWTF operations more generally have not been in compliance with 
the interagency In-Lieu Fee Guidance. This apparent longstanding noncompliance has had 
significant adverse environmental impacts. Over this same period of time, other forms of 
mitigation in Georgia have been subject to increasingly stringent requirements and oversight to 
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assure adequacy and effectiveness. As a result. these other forms of mitigation (e.g., mitigation 
hanks) now provide superior mitigation for the loss of ecological functions associated with 
permitted wetland and stream impacts than they did a decade ago. As outlined below. refonn is 
needed to bring Georgia's in-lieu fee program along this same successful path. 

A. Summary of GWTF Shortcomings under the GWTF Agreement. 

Section 6 of the GWTF Agreement provides that the Georgia Environmental Policy 
Institute "shall provide the Corps with an annual audit of the Georgia Wetland Trust Fund 
applying generally accepted accounting principles. The [a]ccounting shall include direct and 
administrative costs applied to each project." GWI'F Agreement§ 6. Additionally, the Georgia 
Land Trust Service Center "shall provide the Corps with a yearly report and accounting of funds 
forwarded from the GWTF to the various participating land trust groups and governmental 
entities, for the purpose of application to a specific project. For all projects the report shall 
contain a description of the project, the location of the site, information as to its significance, 
ownership of the land, the holder of any conservation easements, an accounting of funds, and any 
additional information as may inform the Corps as to the nature of specific wetland projects." Id. 

Based .on our review and responses to Freedom of Information Act requests, the annual 
audit and the annual project report have not been provided to the Savannah District for at least 
the years 2007 and 2008. Nonetheless, we understand that the GWTF maintains a balance in 
excess of $5 million in in-lieu fee payments that have yet to be deployed for specific in-lieu fee 
projects. 

B. Summary of Longstanding Disconnect with the lnteragency ln-Ueu Fee Guidance 

The 2000 In-Lieu Fee Guidance provides that "existing in-lieu-fee arrangements or 
agreements should be reviewed and modified as necessary" in light of the Guidance. 65 Fed. 
Reg. 66,914, 66,917/3. That review and modification, however, has not occurred, 
notwithstanding the fact that the GWTF Agreement and GWfF operations do not appear to meet 
the Guidance's requirements. The following is a bullet list of some of the most significant 
GWTF deficiencies we uncovered. 

• The Guidance establishes a clear preference for restoration over preservation. "As 
described in the [then current mitigation banking guidance], simple purchase or 
'preservation' of existing wetlands may be accepted as compensatory mitigation only in 
exceptional circumstances." Id. at 66,916/3. Yet the majority, if not all, of GWTF 
projects have involved simple preservation. Indeed, the GWTF Agreement expressly 
contemplates that the majority of wetland projects selected will be preservation-only 
projects. See GWTF Agreement§ 10. 
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• The Guidance requires that "[l]and acquisition and initial physical and biological 
improvements should be completed by the first full growing season following collection 
of the initial funds." 65 Fed. Reg. at 66,916/3. The district engineer may authorize an in
lieu fee program to delay the land acquisition and initial improvements by not more than 
one year but only if certain conditions are met (e.g., only if mitigation ratios are raised to 
account for increased temporal losses of aquatic resource functions and values). Id. Yet, 
as noted, the GWTF is sitting on over $5 million in in-lieu fees collected over the last 
several years. Among other things, this delayed deployment has adverse environmental 
consequences and is in violation of the Guidance. 

• The Guidance permits the use of in-lieu fee mitigation for an individual permit only " if 
the in-lieu-fee arrangement is developed (or revised, if an existing agreement), reviewed. 
and approved using the process established for mitigation banks" in the then current 
mitigation banking guidance. 1 Id. at 66,915/2-3. Further the Mitigation Banking Review 
Team ("MBRT") was to review the arrangement to assure compliance with the mitigation 
banking guidance. Id. at 66,915/3. The GWfF has provided in-lieu fee mitigation for 
individual permit impacts, but the agreement has not been developed, revised, reviewed 
or approved consistent with the then current mitigation banking guidance or with MBRT 
oversight. 

• For all permits, general and individual, the Guidance establishes a clear preference for 
mitigation banks over in-lieu fee mitigation. Id. ("use of a mitigation bank is preferable 
to in-lieu-fee mitigation where permitted impacts are within the service area of a 
mitigation bank approved to sell mitigation credits, and those credits are available."). Yet 
on numerous occasions, in-lieu-fee mitigation has been authorized where mitigation 
banking credits of like kind and servicing the impacted watershed were· available. The 
Guidance requires GWTF to notify the Corps and the MBRT where any mitigation 
bank's service area overlaps with the jurisdiction in which the in-lieu fees may be spent. 
Id. at 66,916/2. The GWTF has not made these required notifications. 

• Further, the GWTF is deficient in its reporting obligations under the Guidance, Id. at 
66,916/3-17/1, and the Corps has not provided the required public notices regarding in
lieu fee arrangements in Georgia. See 65 Fed. Reg. at 66,917/1. 

At the time the In-Lieu Fee Guidance was issued the current mitigation banking guidance 
document was the 1990 Memorandum of Agreement between EPA and the Corps titled the 
Federal Guidance on the Establishment, Use and Operation of Mitigation Banks (November 28, 
1995). 
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C. Revisions Needed/or Co11sistency with the 2008 Mitigation Rule. 

The GWfF Agreement has been out of compliance with the In-Lieu Fee Guidance for 
almost nine years and a formal review and modernization of that agreement is long over due. 
The foJlowing are some key aspects of the Mitigation Rule that will need to be taken into 
consideration when updating the GWfF Agreement and GWTF s in-lieu fee arrangement more 
generally. 

• The Mitigation Rule has several limits on the timing of mitigation projects, see e.g., 33 
C.F.R. § 332.J(m) ("Implementation of the compensatory mitigation project shall be. to 
the maximum extent practicable, in advance of or concurrent with the activity causing the 
authorized impacts."), as well as limits on the use of advanced credits, 33 C.F.R. 
§ 332.8(n). These and other provisions are designed to limit the temporal losses of 
aquatic functions. Under the "advanced credit" provision. "[l]and acquisition and initial 
physical and biological improvements must be completed by the third full growing 
season after the first advance credit in that service area is secured by a permittee, unless 
the district engineer determines that more or less time is needed to plan and implement an 
in-lieu fee project." 33 C.F.R. § 332.8(n)(4). This timeframe is actually more generous 
than the time frames provided by the In-Lieu Fee Guidance, see 65 Fed. Reg. at 66,916/3 
(one growing season, with discretionary one year extension), but the GWfF has not 
shown an ability to perf onn its mitigation 1..asks within this a three year timeframe, even 
for the simple preservation-only projects it currently focuses on. Given this track record 
and considering it currently maintains in excess of $5 million worth of undeployed in-lieu 
fee payments, the required revisions to the GWTF arrangement must include strict 
safeguards to assure prompt action by the GWTF. 

• The Mitigation Rule, like the In-Lieu Fee Guidance, requires in-lieu fee arrangements to 
be reviewed and approved via the same stringent processes as mitigation banks. 33 
C.F.R. § 332.8(d); see generally. 33 C.F.R. § 332.8. Further, the in-lieu fee agreement 
must include a detailed compensation planning framework for selecting, securing and 
implementing in-lieu fee projects. 33 C.F.R. § 332.B(c). The ]eve] of detail and extent of 
review. including public notice and commen4 are absent from the existing twelve-year
old GVv'TF Agreement. 

• The Mitigation Rule requires written authorization from the Corps prior to making 
disbursements for a given project, 33 C.F.R. § 332.8(iX2), and requires the in-lieu fee 
sponsor provide detailed information about each proposed in-lieu fee mitigation project, 
33 C.F.R. § 332.8(j). Here again, the GWIF Agreement and the GWfF operations do 
not involve the level of consideration and approval that is required by the In-Lieu Fee. 
Guidance or the Mitigation Rule. 
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• The Mitigation Rule continues the. agencies ' preference for mitigation bank mitigation 
over in-lieu fee mitigation, 33 C.F.R. § 332.3(b), and the agencies' preference for 
restoration over simple preservation-only projects, 33 C.F.R. § 332.3(a)(2). (h). On 
numerous occasions, however, the GWTF has been used for permittee mitigation when 
like-kind mitigation credits were available from mitigation banks servicing the relevant 
watershed. And to date the GWfF focuses primarily, if not exclusively, on preservation
only projects. 

• The Mitigation Rule requires the in-lieu fee sponsor to provide detailed annual reports. 
33 C.F.R. § 332.8(iX3). 

The Need to Reform the GWTF Program 

The GWI'F Agreement and the operations of the GWTF in-lieu fee program are long 
overdue for comprehensive revisions to bring the program in line with current federal guidance 
and regulations. For over nine years, the GWTF has continued to operate. without the review 
and revisions required by the In-Lieu Fee Guidance. This represents a missed opportunity for the 
environment and may well justify suspension or termination of the GWTF Agreement. But now 
is the time for reform to bring the GWTF in line with the agencies' advancements in the area of 
mitigation. The Mitigation Rule requires grandfathered in-lieu fee agreements (i.e., those 
approved before July 9, 2008) to be revised by July 9, 2010. unless the district engineer 
detennines an extension is warranted. 33 C.F.R. § 332.8(v)(2). Given the long overdue need for 
reform of in-lieu fee programs in Georgia, we urge the Corps to act quickly to bring this category 
of compensatory mitigation in-line with all other forms of mitigation and to begin to realize the 
environmental benefits of doing so. 

Please know that we are available to meet with you to discuss this important issue. 

Sincerely, 

Byron W. Kirkpatrick 

cc: Ms. Lisa White, Esq. 

2l 17637v4 



Mitigation 

Background: The proposed Glades Reservoir is an approximately 850-acre reservoir at 
elevation l 180'rnsl located on Flat Creek in the Upper Chattahoochee River Basin (HUC 
03130001). As shown in Figure 1, the Glades Reservoir is located approximately 12 miles 
no11heast of Gainesville, Georgia. This alternative is within the Gainesville Ridges District 
physiographic subsection in the United States Geological Survey (USGS) Lula and Clennont 
7.5-minute series topographical maps in Hall County. More specifically, the site is located 
northeast of US 23/365 near the US 23/365 - State Route (SR) 52 intersection. 

Figure 1.Location of Glades Reservoir (Flat Creek) 

The Glades Reservoir is proposed to operate as part of a system with the existing Cedar Creek 
reservoir and pumping from the Chattahoochee River. The pipeline from Glade Reservoir to the 
Chattahoochee River will be 23,500 linear feet long, and the pipeline from the Chattahoochee 



River intake to the Cedar Creek reservoir will be 70,500 linear feet long. A map showing the 
pipelines is shown in Figure 2 below. 
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Jurisdictional Waters Delineation: In May 2011, a Jurisdictional Waters Delineation was 
conducted on the reservoir site using sub-meter OPS. The delineation detern1ined that the 
proposed reservoir would impact 39.2 acres of wetland and 94,121 linear feet of stream. A 
complete copy of the Jurisdictional Waters Repo1t is included under Tab 5 of the application. 



Compensatory Mitigation Plan: The applicant is currently in the process of securing adequate 
compensatory mitigation in accordance with the hierarchy established by the 2008 Final 
Mitigation Rule1

: commercial mitigation bank credits, in lieu fee credits, and pennittee 
responsible/site-specific mitigation. Based on a complete watershed assessment basis, the 
applicant will develop a compensatory mitigation plan to fully account for the impacts associated 
with the proposed Glades Reservoir. The compensatory mitigation plan will then be submitted 
to the U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers to supplement its Section 404 permit application for the 
proposed reservoir. 

1 33 CFR Parts 325 and 332 



TABLE 1 

Summary of Jurisdictional Stream Adverse Impacts (2004 SOP) 
Proposed Glades Reservoir 

Hall County, GA 

St1eam1D Stream Type (s) Mitig:uian Factors IF actors Leneth(ft) SOP Credits 

Stl~lmly~I! t,tni~il Oomit~t.t 

Reservoir Site IC?lill::Ctd Pri~rityArt:a Cc-nditico• OJMl!i::fl trr.p1ct 

ASOl :l'?rennhl 0.4 o.s 0.2 l.7 4.8 5$52 ~1.9is.s; 

AS02 :ntermittent 0.1 o.s 0.2 2.7 4.5 275 1,244.19 

AS03 ?trtn:,hl o.s o.s 02 l.7 5 .2 3084 :o,03S.S3 

ASO~ 1nt~cmi~er,t/?!rer.n1al o.s 05 J.? 2.1 ; .z ~Sl 2,499.0S 

AS05 Per~nnial 0.3 0.5 0.2 2.) 5.1. 3377 L7,558.~3 

ASOS !ntermittcnt 0.1 o.s 0.2 2.7 4.5 JQl 1.80~.35 

AS07 tnt~rmfttant/Pere:n,ial o.s 0.5 0.2 2.7 5.2 556 2,942.24 

ASOS ?,uennill o.s 0.5 0.2 2.7 5.2 247 1,2&5.44 

AS09 lntermittent/P~rennial 0.3 o.s 0.2 2.7 5.2 1501 7,803.52 

ASlO Intermittent 0.1 o.s 0.l ?.7 4.S BS 610.23 

ASll lnt~rmittent/Perennial o.a 05 0.2 2.7 5.2 1533 7.970.68 

AS14 lnterminent 0.1 o.s a.z l.7 4.5 722 3.248.34 

AS15 ?~rennial o.s o.s 0.2 l.7 S.2 151 786.12 

A5l6 lntetmi:tent/Pet&l'\.'\lal o.s o.s 0.2 2.7 5.2 734 3,814.73 

AS17 Pereon;31 o.s o.s 0.2 2.7 S.2 3205 16,663.93 

ASlS ?.tttnr.ial 0.8 o.s , .2 2.7 5.2 SSS l,45':>.76 

A519 ?er,nnial 0.8 o.s O.? 1.1 S.2 .0:89 2,542.49 

AS20 Perennial 0.4 o.s 0. 2 2.7 4.8 40 192 21 

AS21 ?erennial 0.8 o.s 0.2 2.7 5.2 !947 l0,l26.?4 

l>.522 lnterrnitt.ent/P!renn\31 0.8 o.s 01 l.7 S.2 USl li,€51.25 

SSOl Per-?nnial 0.8 0.5 0.2 1~1 5.2 421 2,187.53 

BS02 P~r~nnial @ Oim 0.4 o.s 0 .2 5.1 950 ·1.335.00 

8102 ?erennial (lower reachJ 0.4 o.s 0.2 2.7 4.8 73S9 35.S65.~0 

3502 Perennial (upp~r r!:!ch) 0.4 o.s 0.2 2.7 J ,8 BSSS 65,222.40 

$503 Per~nni3I 0.8 o.s 02 2.7 5.2 745 3,874.55 

8504 ?!r:!!nniJI o.s o.s O.l 1.7 5.2 2555 13,336.41 

8505 Intermittent 0.1 o.s 02 2.7 4.5 623 2,801.55 

8507 lntumittent 0.1 o.s 0.2 v 4.5 54 289.65 

8503 ?uennial o.s o.s 0.2 1.7 5. 2 lOS9 5,650.97 

8509 ?er.ennial 0.8 0.5 0.2 2.7 5.2 95 499.27 

8510 lm:ermirtent 0.1 0.5 0.2 2.7 4.5 259 1,163.74 

8511 ?erenni!II 0.8 ~.s 0.2 2.7 5.2 2205 11,465.79 

$512 Intermittent 0.1 a.s 0.2 2.7 4.5 857 3,901.95 

6513 S'!r!nnl3J 0.8 o.s 02 2.7 5.2 1648 8,571.S6 

8514 lntumittent 0.1 o.s 0.2 l..7 4.5 :35 1.513.60 

8515 ?1?ten:"lial o,e 0.) 0.2 2.7 >.2 439 2,284.13 

9516 lntermin.ent/P~r~Mlal o.s 0.5 0.2 2.1 5.2 1628 3,463.44 

8517 lnt~rmittt-nt 0.1 ?.5 0.2 2.7 4.S 722 ~.249.10 

8518 Perennbl 0.8 0.5 0.2 2.7 5.2 2995 15.574.23 

a519 lntermirttnt 0.4 o.s 0.2 2.7 4.B 722 3.457.S9 

8120 ?uennhl 0.4 0.5 02 2.7 4.S 9169 44,009.93 

BS21 rntermittent 0.1 o.s 02 2.7 4.5 467 2,100.49 

6522 ln~ermittent 0.1 o.s 0.2 2.7 4.5 !53 1,634.20 

8523 Perennial 0.8 05 0.2 l..7 5 .2 1972 10,254.21 

B524 Perenni:!I 0.8 o.s 0.2 2.7 5.2 3008 15,639.27 

8525 Ferenr,ial 0.8 o.s 0.2 2.7 5.2 \342 6,979.38 

8526 tnttrmittent 0.1 o.s 0.2 2.7 4.5 599 4,044.42 

8527 Pererwii!I 0,8 05 0.2 2.7 S.2 1047 S,444.;1 

8S1S ?treooial o.s u J.2 ;_7 5.2 S33 4,331.26 

3529 fnte:rmilt!nt 0.1 o.s 0.2 1.7 4.5 228 1,026.72 

3530 Perennial o.s o.s 0.2 2.7 5.2 >81 2,499.13 

8531 ?er~nnial 0.8 0.5 0.2 2.7 S.2 582 3,024.09 

8532 ?etenni31 o.s 0.5 0.2 2.7 5.2 20'l4 10,891.21 

6533 fntermittent 0.1 o.s 0.2 2.7 4.5 523 2.352.SS 

8534 Pertn:thl 0.8 0.5 0.2 l.7 S.2 3051 15.$65.97 

8S35 rntermittent 0.1 iU 0.2 2.7 4.5 484 2,176.€4 

8536 :ntermitteot 0.1 l.S 0.2 l.7 4.5 409 1,839.51 

S537 Peren..,Jal 0.8 0.5 0.2 2.7 5.2 251 1,303.19 

Subtotals 94120 468,877.02 

\'later Lines 
Reservoir toRi\.•;:r (3il'p~rman•n.t/20'constru;,tion e.asem!nts)! 

Ga;nu Creek Perennial o.s 0.5 -J.05 0.4 2.75 so 137.5 

UTtoGranu Perennial 0,8 •) .5 0 .05 0.4 2.75 S!l 137.S 

ai\'atr to CedarCtf!!k Resen.•olr {30'perman~nt/30'co:i!trucli::,n easeml!nts): 

Ch1ttahoo<:h!!e ~.1 i'erenoial 0.4 l.S o.os 0.4 3.;s 60 101 

IJT to River ?ereon.!al o.s o.s 0.05 0.4 2.75 so 165 

IJT to Riv<!r i'!?rtnn!al o.s 0.5 0.05 0.4 vs 210 577.S 

UT to Rt\·~r ?ilrannial 0.8 0.5 a.as 0.4 2.75 50 !65 

Mod Creek i"~re:nr,Ial 0.4 0.5 0.05 0.4 BS eo 141 

HJ:!'nCreek feranniil OA 0 .5 005 ,)A 2.35 50 141 

UT to 1-lagcn Cr. Perennial o.s o.s 1).05 0.4 1.75 60 165 

fl.O:on~e R, ?ere.n.nlal 0.8 05 0.05 0.4 2.75 50 165 

Subtotals 730 t,995.SO 

Total 94850 470,872.52 

Note: 

!. A'I !treams assurn!d tuay fumtionJn.;:. su-:,;ect to chango ,!mlini base1in,1 tJata e,ol!ecUon, 

2. Pottntial h1b!tat for slate threatl!r,ed crayfah {Comboros howardi). 



TABLE 2 

Summary of Jurisdictional Wetland Adverse Impacts (2004 SOP) 

Proposed Glades Reservoir 

Hall County, GA 

Wetland ID Type Mitigation Factors 2'. Factors Area (ac) SOP Credits 

Dominant Duration El<isting Rarity 

Effect of Eff2ct Condit ion Lost l<ind Preventability Ranking 

AWOl PFO 1.6 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.12 0.94 

/IW02 ?FO 1.6 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.03 0.25 

AW03 PFO 1.6 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.05 0.40 

AW04 PFO 1.6 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.06 0.49 

AW05 PFO 1 .6 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.04 0.36 

AW06 PfO 1.6 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.02 0.18 

AW07 PFO 1.6 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.04 0.30 

AW08 PFO 1.6 2 l 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.02 0.14 

AW09 PFO LG 2 2 2 o.s 0.1 8.2 0.20 1.61 

AWlO PFO 1.5 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 3.2 0.01 0.09 

AWll PFO 1.6 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.03 0.22 

AW12 PFO 1.6 2 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.03 0.21 

AW13 PFO 1.6 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.03 0.23 

AW14 PFO 1.6 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.10 0.83 

AW15 PFO 1.6 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.06 0.49 

AW16 PFO 1.6 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.03 0.29 

AW17 PFO 1.6 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.04 0.31 

AW18 PFO 1.6 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 S.2 0.03 0.23 

AW19 PFO 1.6 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.08 0.69 

AW20 PEM 1.6 2 0.05 2 0.5 0.1 6.25 O.Q7 0.41 

BWOl PFO 1.6 2 2 2 o.s 0.1 8.2 1.49 12.24 

BW02 PFO 1.6 2 2 2 o.s 0.1 8.2 0.08 0.65 

BW03 PFO 1.6 2 2 2 o.s 0.1 8.2 0.02 0.18 

BW04 PFO 1.6 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.19 1.54 

BW05 PEM 1.6 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.35 2.86 

BWOG PFO 1.6 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.03 0.24 

BW07 PFO 1.6 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.20 1.64 

BVl/08 PFO 1.6 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.14 1.18 

BW09 PFO 1.6 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.14 1.11 

BWlO PEM 1.6 2. 0.5 2 o.s 0.1 6.7 0.12 0.83 

BWll PEM 1-5 2 0.5 2 o.s 0.1 6.7 0.17 1.11 

BW12 PEM l.G 2 0.5 2 0.5 0.1 6.7 0 .06 0.38 

BW13 PEM 1.6 0.5 2 0.5 0.1 6.7 3.96 26.54 

BW14 PEM 1.6 2 0.5 2 0.5 0.1 6.7 0.57 3.85 

BW15 PEM 1.6 2 0.5 2 O.S 0.1 6.7 1.09 7.29 

BW16 PSS 1.6 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 ::uo 0.81 

BW17 PFO 1.6 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.09 0.70 

BW13 PEM/PFO 1.6 2 1.5 2 0.5 0.1 7.7 20.59 158.53 

BW20 PFO 1.6 2 2 2 o.s 0.1 8.2 0.18 1.45 

BW21 PFO 1.6 2 2. 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.39 3.20 

BW22 PEM 1.6 2 0.5 2 0.5 0.1 6.7 1.84 12.31 

BW23 PEM 1.6 2 o.s 2 0.5 0.1 6.7 S.97 39.97 

BW24 PFO 1.6 2 2 2 0.5 0.1 8.2 0.38 3.13 

Totals 39.20 290.39 



Apalachicola Sub-Basin Caucus 

Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint Stakeholders, Inc. (ACFS) 

March 22, 2012 

To: 

Regulatory Division 

Savannah District 

US Army Corps of Engineers 

100 West Oglethorpe Avenue 

Savannah, GA 31401 

Purpose: This letter responds to the USACE Notice of Intent (March 7, 2012) to issue a permit for 
the construction of a Glades Reservoir in Georgia and requesting public comment as provided for in 
law. 

Scope: This letter of objection will specify other USACE actions underway that will be adversely 
impacted by the project as specified. It will also address Tri-State (AL,GA,FL) initiatives whose 
outcome would be put in jeopardy by the proposed project, and finally, it will indicate here that the 
principle and precedent for Riparian Water Rights would be violated. 

Other USACE Actions Impacted: At the direction of the Chief of Engineers and as re-emphasized by 
the 11th Circuit Court of Appeals, Mobile District is embarked on a much-needed update to the Master 
Water Control Manual (WCM) for management of the waters of the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint 
(ACF) river basin. Though the Glades Reservoir is not a Federal project, the diversion of waters from 
the Chattahoochee River would adversely impact the implementation of multiple project purposes in 
the Water Control Manual being updated by the Mobile District, USACE and the Stakeholders and 
communities affected. 

On April 2nd, 2009, Commander, South Atlantic Division, USACE, BG J . Schroedel, was speaking at a 
National Research Council conference in Washington, DC on the issue of managing the flows of 
water in the ACF Basin. He said, "There is not enough water in the waters of the ACF to meet current 
needs, and I want to repeat that for emphasis - There's not enough water in the ACF Basin to meet 
current needs." If that be so, and we believe it is, the proposed additional out-takes from the 
Chattahoochee River would put at hazard authorized downstream uses from Atlanta to LaGrange, to 
Eufaula, AL, to Columbus, and the floodplain and fishery habitat in the Apalachicola River and Bay. 



Tri-State Initiatives: In 2009 the AL, GA, and FL Stakeholders in the ACF Basin incorporated as a 
501c(3) organization in Albany, GA. The mission, goals and charter of that organization can be found 
at www.acfstakeholders.org . Our common aim has been to seek through consensus an equitable 
allocation of the waters of the ACF Basin. Commander of the South Atlantic Division, USAGE and 
Mobile District have applauded our efforts and spoken at our quarterly Governing Board meetings. 
Currently, our fund-raising has secured some $730K in private funds to pursue three distinct water 
management objectives: (1) an In-stream Flows and Lake Levels Assessment to establish metrics for 
the health and productivity of the resource, (2) a Sustainable Water Management Project Plan for 
running automated flow regime models against the derived metrics to produce optimum flows that will 
balance human and ecological needs, and (3) a collaborative assessment of alternative regional 
water management organizations to assess their relative strengths, weaknesses and applicability to 
the ACF. The proposed diversion of additional water from the Chattahoochee directly threatens these 
positive, on-going Tri-state consensus efforts and the communities involved and benefitting 

Riparian Water Rights: The principle observed and active precedent in cases involving eastern 
water law is that of Riparian Rights. Simply stated, if a property owner, city, county or state borders 
on a body of water, that property owner, etc has an assertable right to an equitable share of those 
waters. If, instead, an upstream property owner asserts a superior right to whatever share of the 
water he can claim, the riparian rights of all downstream are violated. In the case of the waters and 
tributaries of the ACF Basin, construction of the proposed Glades reservoir, violates the rights of the 
downstream many, for the benefit of the upstream few. 

Because the permitting of this proposed reservoir project is so central to our concerns, we reserve the 
right to supplement the objections cited in this letter at a later time in the public comment period, to 
include the meeting to be held in Eastpoint, FL today. 

David Mclain 

Apalachicola Sub-Basin Caucus, ACFS 

(850) 653-6454 cell 
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Eugene Holmes <etholmes35@gmail.com> 

Comments on Glades Permit EIS Scoping 
1 message 

Eugene Holmes <etholmes35@gmail.com> Mon, Mar 19, 2012 at 3:32 
PM 

To: Tracy.K.Robillard@usace.army.mil, Billy.E.Birdwell@usace.army.mil 
Cc: Brad Carver <BCaNer@hbss.net>, Scott <dscole@hbss.net>, "Chad A Wingate" 
<CWingate@hbss.net>, "Mooney, Gregg" <GMooney@brwncald.com>, "Franz, Dieter" 
<DFranz@brwncald.com>, "Burnett, Pamela" <Pamela.Burnett@aecom.com> 

Mr. Richard Morgan 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
Regulatory Division 
100 W. Oglethorpe Ave. 
Savannah GA 31401 

Re: Comments on Glades Permit EIS Scoping: Corps' Response to Florida's call 
for Programmatic EIS considering options including IBTs? 

Dear Mr. Morgan: 

These comments are being submitted for the Corps' public scoping meeting in 
Gainesville on March 20, 2012, on the environmental impact statement for the 
Section 404 permit for Glades Reservoir in Hall County GA. 

One issue that must be addressed in this scoping decision, is Florida's January 201 O 
demand for a programmatic EIS that considers the cumulative impact of all proposed 
withdrawals and reservoirs (including Glades) in the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee
Flint (ACF) Basin, and that also considers other water supply options such 
as interbasin transfers (IBTs) into the ACF Basin and desalination. See: 

http://www.dep.state.fl.us/mainpage/acf/files/letters/01041 Ozettle.pdf 

At Section D.3 of this letter, Florida stated: 

"For one of the planned reservoirs, the Glades ReseNoir, the Corps Savannah 
District is currently considering a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit, though no 
programmatic EIS for these and other proposed reservoirs is planned. The 
cumulative impacts of the proposed reservoirs, and any additional water supply 
sources or diversions necessitated by the Phase 1 Order, must be evaluated bv the 
Corps as part of the WCM EIS process." 

(Emphasis supplied.) 

3/19/2012 
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And at Section C.3, Florida stated: 

"In evaluating these impacts ... the Corps should include careful consideration of 
alternatives to development of new water supply sources, including water 
conservation measures, wastewater reuse and recycling, and other water supply 
alternatives such as inter-basin transfers to the ACF Basin and desalination." 

(Emphasis supplied.) 

In responding to Florida's call to consider IBTs, the Corps may want to consider the 
fact that the ACF litigation may become an equitable apportionment case at some 
point. In that event, Florida's call would be consistent with a state's duty to take 
reasonable steps to augment the disputed stream, under the US Supreme Court's 
equitable apportionment doctrine as stated in Colorado v. New Mexico (1982): 

http://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/459/176/case. htm I 

There, the Court wrote: 

"Equitable apportionment is the doctrine of federal common law that governs 
disputes between States concerning their rights to use the water of an interstate 
stream .... "We have invoked equitable apportionment not only to require the 
reasonably efficient use of water, but also to impose on States an affirmative duty to 
take reasonable steps to conserve and augment the water supply of an interstate 
stream." (pp. 183 and 185). 

(Emphasis supplied.) 

If ACF becomes an equitable apportionment case, then Georgia and Alabama 
could both owe a duty to Florida to take reasonable steps to augment 
the Chattahoochee River. In Georgia's case, that could mean pursuing an IBT using 
Georgia's own riparian rights in the much larger Tennessee River, as shown in SR 
822 (Act 798) of 2008. In Alabama's case, that could mean not unreasonably 
opposing Georgia's use of an IBT from the Tennessee River to augment the 
Chattahoochee (as well as the Coosa, over which Alabama has also been 
litigating). TVA's Reservoir Operations Study of 2004 has already shown that an 
IBT of 250 MGD from the Tennessee River in northwest Georgia would not affect 
TVA reservoir levels in north Alabama. While such an IBT would therefore not 
adversely affect north Alabama, it would augment the very rivers about which 
Alabama is currently litigating. Hence, any opposition by Alabama to such an IBT 
would appear to be unreasonable and thus in violation of Alabama's equitable 
apportionment duty to Florida. 

By way of background, I am an environmental consultant, a resident of Forsyth 
County GA, and a member of the Me(ro North Georgia Water Planning District's 
Lake Lanier Basin Advisory Council. I have taught environmental and natural 

3/19/2012 
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resources law, as well as a graduate engineering course in water policy, at both Ole 
Miss and Samford University. For several years I have been working with Brown & 
Caldwell Environmental Engineers & Consultants and Hall Booth Smith & Slover, 
among others, to explore how Georgia can help solve its water problems by an IBT 
from the Tennessee River where it crosses the 35th parallel at Georgia's northwest 
corner. These comments, however, are being submitted only in my capacity as a 
resident of Forsyth County GA, and not on behalf of anyone else. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 

-Gene 

Eugene T. Holmes 
Holmes Associates 
Environmental Consultants 
2659 Freedom Pkwy #235 
Cumming GA 30041 
Tel. 404-906-3541 
etholmes35@gmail.com 

3/19/2012 
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Glades Reservoir EIS - Scoping Comments 
PROJECT WEBSITE COMMENT SUBMISSIONS 

Online 
Comment # Comment 

Date/Time 
Received 

Affiliation Type 
Affiliation 

Name 

1 After reading about this, we are very exciting to see this project get going.  This is a beautiful area. 3/2/2012 16:05 Property Owner   

2 Why do we need another lake when we will be pumping out of the water that supplies a major amount of water to lake lanier where the water is already low. 3/10/2012 7:43 Individual   

3 Mr. Richard Morgan US Army Corps of Engineers Regulatory Division 100 W. Oglethorpe Ave. Savannah GA 31401 
Re:  Comments on Glades Permit EIS Scoping:  Corps' Response to Florida's call for Programmatic EIS considering options including IBTs? 
Dear Mr. Morgan: 
These comments are being submitted for the Corps' public scoping meeting in Gainesville on March 20, 2012, on the environmental impact statement for the 
Section 404 permit for Glades Reservoir in Hall County GA.  
One issue that must be addressed in this scoping decision, is Florida's January 2010 demand for a programmatic EIS that considers the cumulative impact of all 
proposed withdrawals and reservoirs (including Glades) in the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint (ACF) Basin, and that also considers other water supply options 
such as interbasin transfers (IBTs) into the ACF Basin and desalination.  See: http://www.dep.state.fl.us/mainpage/acf/files/letters/010410zettle.pdf 
At Section D.3 of this letter, Florida stated: "For one of the planned reservoirs, the Glades Reservoir, the Corps Savannah District is currently considering a Clean 
Water Act Section 404 permit, though no programmatic EIS for these and other proposed reservoirs is planned. The cumulative impacts of the proposed 
reservoirs, and any additional water supply sources or diversions necessitated by the Phase 1 Order, must be evaluated by the Corps as part of the WCM EIS 
process." (Emphasis supplied.) 
And at Section C.3, Florida stated: "In evaluating these impacts... the Corps should include careful consideration of alternatives to development of new water 
supply sources, including water conservation measures, wastewater reuse and recycling, and other water supply alternativessuch as inter-basin transfers to the 
ACF Basin and desalination."  (Emphasis supplied.)  
In responding to Florida's call to consider IBTs, the Corps may want to consider the fact that the ACF litigation may become an equitable apportionment case at 
some point.  In that event, Florida's call would be consistent with a state's duty to take reasonable steps to augment the disputed stream, under the US Supreme 
Court's equitable apportionment doctrine as stated in Colorado v. New Mexico (1982): http://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/459/176/case.html  
There, the Court wrote: "Equitable apportionment is the doctrine of federal common law that governs disputes between States concerning their rights to use the 
water of an interstate stream. ...  "We have invoked equitable apportionment not only to require the reasonably efficient use of water, but also to impose on 
States an affirmative duty to take reasonable steps to conserve and augment the water supply of an interstate stream." (pp. 183 and 185).  (Emphasis supplied.) 
If ACF becomes an equitable apportionment case, then Georgia and Alabama could both owe a duty to Florida to take reasonable steps to augment the 
Chattahoochee River.  In Georgia's case, that could mean pursuing an IBT using Georgia's own riparian rights in the much larger Tennessee River, as shown in SR 
822 (Act 798) of 2008.  In Alabama's case, that could mean not unreasonably opposing Georgia's use of an IBT from the Tennessee River to augment the 
Chattahoochee (as well as the Coosa, over which Alabama has also been litigating).  TVA's Reservoir Operations Study of 2004 has already shown that an IBT of 
250 MGD from the Tennessee River in northwest Georgia would not affect TVA reservoir levels in north Alabama.  While such an IBT would therefore not 
adversely affect north Alabama, it would augment the very rivers about which Alabama is currently litigating.  Hence, any opposition by Alabama to such an IBT 
would appear to be unreasonable and thus in violation of Alabama's equitable apportionment duty to Florida. By way of background, I am an environmental 
consultant, a resident of Forsyth County GA, and a member of the Metro North Georgia Water Planning District's Lake Lanier Basin Advisory Council.  I have taught 
environmental and natural resources law, as well as a graduate engineering course in water policy, at both Ole Miss and Samford University.  For several years I 
have been working with Brown & Caldwell Environmental Engineers & Consultants and Hall Booth Smith & Slover, among others, to explorehow Georgia can help 
solve its water problems by an IBT from the Tennessee River where it crosses the 35th parallel at Georgia's northwest corner.  These comments, however, are 
being submitted only in my capacity as a resident of Forsyth County GA, and not on behalf of anyone else.  Thank you for your consideration. 

3/20/2012 13:27 Individual Resident of 
Forsyth County 

CA 

4 Why is there so much pipe proposed? Is there another route to reduce the length of pipe proposed? Why Cedar Creek? Is it because it is a reservoir not associated 
with Lake Lanier? Why not pump it back into Lake Lanier? 

3/20/2012 17:43 Other   



Glades Reservoir EIS - Scoping Comments 
PROJECT WEBSITE COMMENT SUBMISSIONS 

Online 
Comment # Comment 

Date/Time 
Received 

Affiliation Type 
Affiliation 

Name 

5 Remarks/suggestions concerning the Glades reservoir. 
NEEDS 
• We view the development of a new reservoir as highly necessary for present and future need of the county and towns. 
• There is not enough clarity as to cost: we have seen estimated amounts for Glades of $155MM to $ 290MM (at the college descriptive boards) plus wildly higher 
ones. 
• What will the cost of Cedar Creek be? Is the piping and pumping included in the first estimate? 
• WETLANDS 
• We believe compensating wetlands can be developed around the banks of the new reservoirs. If this is true then it should be clearly stated. 
There is sure to be objection about lost wetlands. They are extremely valuable to our ecology and aquifer. 
• UNIT COST per Gallon 
• Do you have a measure to determine installation cost per gallon of delivered water (and per person)? 
• Use limitations: boating limits? Protection around the perimeter against nutrients… Algae bloom resistance? 

3/22/2012 9:52 Property Owner   

6 We are opposed to the Glades Reservoir for two reasons:  
1)We believe the reservior will result in a decreased flow of water into Lake Lanier and negatively impact lake levels and water quality.  
2)We believe estimated costs of construction and maintainence will wildly exceed estimates and severely impact Hall County taxpayers. 

3/22/2012 12:45 Property Owner   

7 Not only will a reduction in fresh water entering the Apalachacola river systen harm the ecosystem which has evolved for melennia and supports many families 
through oystering, shrimping and fishing. it will kill one of the last great pristine bays in North America. Is this a resource we can afford to loose? Chesapeak, 
Biscayne, Tampa Bay: All ruined. No fishing, no oysters, no shrimp, no money for commercial fishing families, no fun for recreational fishermen. Please don't do 
this! 

3/23/2012 21:45 Property Owner   

8 Given that we know that water in the ACF Basin is a limited resource,does the ACF Basin really need another set of stakeholders fighting over a limited resource 
and negatively affecting existing downstream stakeholders? 

3/29/2012 15:12 Non 
Governmental 
Organization 

West Point 
Lake Coalition 

9 I have been told that hydrologist estimate that 1.2 billion gallons of water will be lost to evaporation each you. Is this reasonably accurate and can we afford to 
lose that? 

3/29/2012 15:12 Non 
Governmental 
Organization 

West Point 
Lake Coalition 

10 West Point Lake is the only federal reservoir on the ACF System which is specifically authorized by Congress for Recreation and Sport Fishing/Wildlife 
Development. Historically,WPL has been managed below the initial recreation impact level and Glades Reservoir would appear to further exasperate that situation 
and cause economic harm to the communities surrounding West Point Lake. A drop of even a half foot in West Point Lake levels will have serious economic 
implications on lake visitation, tournaments, and tourism! 

3/29/2012 15:12 Non 
Governmental 
Organization 

West Point 
Lake Coalition 

11 To the extent that Glades Reservoir would affect West Point Lake levels, we believe there is a potential environmental justice issue as lower lake levels make it 
increasingly difficult for low income and minorities to fish from the bank; and these people are mainly fishing for sustenance! 

3/29/2012 15:45     

12 What are the water quality / flow implications for the river and for the downstream reservoirs and aquatic life? 3/29/2012 15:45     
13 We need one agency responsible for managing the ACF System. Glades will be an amenity reservoir not managed by the Corps of Engineers; then you have the 

Georgia Power lakes also not managed by the Corps of Engineers. Therefore, you end up with the Corps of Engineers managing the federal reservoirs for all the 
needs of the ACF System while the privately owned lakes contribute little to nothing and hoard water which is NOT theirs to keep! 

3/29/2012 15:45     

14 The cumulative effects of holding back water in the ACF system has negatively impacted the Apalachicola River and Bay.  Another dam and reservoir on the ACF 
system will continue the low flows to the river. Thousands of trees have died in the river bottom-land swamps and important fisheries have dried up.  

3/30/2012 14:21     

15 Where is the proposed mitigation required to offset the loss? 3/30/2012 15:56 Individual   
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16 I currently live, work, an love this place, and have for the last 40 years at the very bottom of this ecological wet land known as the Apalachicola River a mighty 
amazing an beautiful place, where fresh water meets salt, and my comment is on the( Glades Reservoir) I am sorry to hear of Atlanta,Georgia,Florida water woes, 
But if they keep taking the water out the Rivers, they will KILL this place down here. For you see you have to have the right mixture of ( FRESH  WATER ) an salt 
water for most all the Aquatic wildlife. The fish, shrimp, oysters, crabs, everything down here is in DANGER of being extinct, if they keep taking the water. It has 
already been on the decline in the last 10 years, they have been taking more an more of the precious FRESH WATER that is needed to keep this ecological wildlife 
alive, not to mention the millons in seafood an jobs at risk and yes we to will suffer, we the PEOPLE. 

3/30/2012 23:21 Individual   

17 Who and when were any studies or research was accomplished as to what will occur after the seafood industry is affected and or destroyed, by this and other 
previous alternations to this water flow?  Who will pay for the lost incomes, and revenues, as well as all of the cities, towns, villages, counties,other state(s) and 
families that will be forced to alter their lives due to this proposed plan of water control for the benefit of a single town? 

3/31/2012 8:38 Other American 
Citizen/ Retired 

Military 
Veteran/college 

student 
18 I am against the building of another reservoir as I believe it will negatively affect the water levels currently seen on West Point Lake. The Army Corps does a poor 

job of managing the water they have and the problem will be further compounded with this project. 
4/2/2012 9:11 Property Owner   

19 What part of the following comment are you having trouble understanding? 
In April 2009, Brig. Gen. Joseph Schroedel, commander of the corps South Atlantic Division, spoke at a National Research Council conference in Washington, D.C. 
on the issue of managing the flows of water in the ACF Basin. There is not enough water in the ACF to meet current needs, and I want to repeat that for emphasis. 
There's not enough water in the ACF Basin to meet current needs, he said. 

4/2/2012 10:31     

20 Sirs: The priorities for the Glades Reservoir are out of order. A lot of government entities have ended up in be debt by not first getting money first in their plan to 
do a huge public project. Answer even before EIS, who pays for this project? If the owners of the land surrounding the reservoir are suddenly going to have 
valuable "lake" front property, they should pay for the reservoir.  

4/8/2012 12:41 Property Owner Idlewyle Farm 

21 Sir:  The population of Hall County is 200,000 at present. This base is to pay for a resevoir planned for 500,000 people. Jefferson County, Alabama and Harrisburg, 
Pennsylvania are bankrupt because public works project have proven to be much, much more expensive than anticipated. There needs to be no EIA until 
Gainesville and Hall County agree on the proposed geometry; the April 8 Times outlines the issues. Does Hagans Creek enter the Chattahoochee below Flat Creek? 

4/8/2012 12:52 Property Owner gainesville, ga 

22 It would seem that the first step is for Hall County to fully fund a comprehensive study before there is any serious discussion. The very topics listed for this 
comment section seem relevant to that study. Let them put their money where their ambition is. Personally, I am particularly concerned about the residual down 
stream damage that occurs with construction, the impact of withdrawing  water to fill the reservoir and potential for interfering with downstream flows over the 
long term.  It they want to mess up their own county, that is their affair, but damage stops at the county line.  

4/10/2012 10:07 Individual Upper 
Chattahoochee 

Riverkeeper 

23 I am an avid fisherman and have been on lakes Lanier, West Point, Bartlett's Ferry, Oliver, Eufaula and Seminole. It disgusts me to see the Atlanta area abuse our 
river like they do. The current flow is very important to many species of animals all the way from Helen GA to Apalachicola Florida. While I realize we must all 
share our resources, if they are allowed to remove the water they should be required to treat it and return it back to the river at least to the same quality that it 
was removed. Please do not allow them to rob our water or at least restrict the intake. Thank you for your time.  

4/11/2012 1:44 Property Owner Owner 

24 I am against the reservoir. 4/11/2012 9:26 Individual   
25 The only need for this project is simple; more development of land for use in building projects.  These projects offer gain for landholders, contractors and 

government agencies.  These short-term gains come at the expense of others who depend on the Chattahoochee River that are located both downstream and 
across the river.  This reservoir is not necessary for any other reason.  Please do not pursue this project any further.   

4/11/2012 9:50 Individual   

26 I live down stream from Atlanta but Above Columbus.  I do not think they should be allowed to hoard water.  If you allow them to do it, others will soon follow.  
The Chattahoochee is a delicate, slightly recovering ecosystem.  Please conserve it, not destroy it.  Thank you. 

4/11/2012 14:06 Individual N/A 

27 NO, NO, NO to the Glade Reservoir. We in Columbus have enough water problems we cannot, and anyone further south, cannot afford for another 100,000 
gallons PER DAY to be taken from the river. This is crazy you bring this up after the water problems Atlanta has had over the last few years,not to mention the law 
suits from AL and FL over water. 

4/11/2012 14:28 Property Owner   
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28 We (Columbus) already have a shortage of water and water usage, and now this is seriously being proposed. Columbus as a city has a growing population and we 
have the largest infntry base in the world bordering the city (FT.Benning) to whom a large population consider home. This is yet again another idea that the city of 
Columbus is just another small town with expendable resources.  

4/11/2012 14:37 Individual   

29 We cant support the projects that are currently in use on the chattahochee river basin WHY!!!!! would you take additional water from the river system further 
harming the current lakes and WHY!!!!!! would you create yet another stakeholder just to join the multiple year lawsuits it makes no sense to me until the West 
point project and Lanier are able to be managed according to the congressional charter I strongly oppose any new reservoir being created. 

4/12/2012 15:56 Property Owner   

30 I am completely against the development of a new reservoir. As it is there is currently not enough water to go around. By adding another amenity reservoir a 
whole nother group of stakeholders are added to the current mess. As is it has been more than difficult to manage the water in the chattahochee basin. 

4/12/2012 21:15 Individual   

31 Project purpose-The Corps needs to adequately vet the true intent of this project. Is it really a water supply reservoir or is it an amenity reservoir hidden under the 
guise of a supply reservoir? Adjacent land use plans smust be thouroughly reviewed and made public prior to Corps permitting. If Glade Shoals is a true water 
supply reservoir, then for regional security the applicant must be required to install a substantial natural undisturbed buffer of at least 300 feet and install chain 
link fence with a barbed wire cap around the entire project boundary between the water line and outer edge of the buffer to assure no recreational use, and to 
protect the resource from any unwanted influence. No recreational access should be allowed at all. 
In scoping the Corps must consider all other alternatives including "no build", seeking water from other resources, pump back options using treated wastewater 
(direct and indirect), pumping water north from other Corps lakes to meet M+I needs (i.e raising West Point lake storage level minimums and pumping water 
north from West Point to Lanier as an alternative). 
As part of scoping the Corps must investigate whether adding water supply to sustain 800,000 people in Hall County is even feasible at all. Simply saying- we will 
grow that much does not mean it will or should happen- and points to pie in the sky preparation and consideration of growth management .Such proposed 
growth has associated impacts such as capital expense for school, transportation, medical systems, governance systems etc. It is unknown whether hall County 
has any reasonable hope of funding an sustaining such growth with its existing infrastructure systems and land mass. Simply allowing the permit to proceed with a 
"build it and they will come" approach to development does not account for any realistic feasibility of sustaining such exponential growth, thus wasting water- a 
limited resource of the ACF. Considering the limited availability of water resources in the northern Chattahoochee basin, an alternative of encouraging growth 
southwest of Atlanta by the state should be a more reasonable alternative. The basin is larger and properly managed water resources southwest of the metro area 
may offer more realistic support for growth. 
Since the Corps can not currently meet of the authorized purposes of the existing resources the ACF system (i.e fish and wildlife development on West Point lake 
and general recreation on West Point Lake), the Corps must question whether its permitting of  any additional storage for water allocation in any other part of the 
basin is wise or even legal. 
The cumulative impact of permitting water storage for speculative growth in Hall County  must be weighed against needs of the entire basin. Simply loading 
massive population growth into a small corner of the basin and transferring available water in the basin to that speculative growth location at the expense of the 
entire basin can not be tolerated. In addition the project can not be assessed simply on its own merits (or lack thereof). It must be assessed against the planned 
and potential additional of ALL contemplated reservoir additions and expansions on the ACF system. Simply choking off all the tributaries that feed the main 
channel of the Chattahoochee  a bit at a time will only lead to the destruction of flow and environmental catastrophe a piece at a time. That cumulative impact 
must be totally understood by all stakeholders in the ACF and the governments of the basin. 

4/14/2012 6:58 Individual US citizen and 
ACF 

stakeholder 

32 The Downstream flow study represented seems to be predicated with the Magnusson ruling as a baseline. Such analysis is useless and of no value in that the 
ruling has been overturned. No projects on the ACF should be authorized until such time as the Mobile district has established a new Water Control Plan for the 
basin and vetted such document fully under NEPA. Then and only then should any permits be considered by either Mobile or Savannah districts. 

4/14/2012 6:58 Individual US citizen and 
ACF 

stakeholder 

33 Recreation: Existing Congressionally authorized purposes are not being met or fulfilled. As part of the process scoping must include an analysis of how the project 
would repair or improve-- not detract-- from the ability of the Corps to achieve those purposes on its existing reservoirs. 

4/14/2012 6:58 Individual US citizen and 
ACF 

stakeholder 
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34 Fish and Wildlife Development on West Point is also a authorized purpose that is not currently being met. When the ACF system is dry, the Corps must often 
forfeit spawn operations or sustained elevations for the spawn) to meet downstream flows. Sacrificing this authorized purpose has devastating impacts on the 
West Point Lake fishery. Withholding water at Glade Shoals during dry weather can only exacerbate this problem. 

4/15/2012 18:20 Individual   

35 Glade Shoals operations. If approved, during dry weather the Corps must require Glade Shoals to utilize its entire pool of water, including any dead pool, to 
sustain water elevations and flows downstream so the Corps can meet authorized purposes in its downstream reservoirs. 

4/16/2012 8:32 Regional Agency Cobb County-
Marietta Water 

Authority 

36 Any new storage such as Glade Shoals, in the ACF basin, must be required to utilize its entire storage capacity to first and foremost meet requires flows at JWLD 
and the Chattahoochee gage as may be required pursuant to the RIOP. 

4/16/2012 8:42   ACF 
Stakeholders, 

Inc. 
37 The cumulative effects of this proposed project are potentially massive and at this time are poorly understood. It is incumbent on the Corps and applicant to 

satisfy the legal; requirement of NEPA to thoroughly vet these impacts. At a minimum it would seem that the Corps should first be able to guarantee it can and 
will meet current authorized purposes at its existing reservoirs before permitting new  upstream storage on the system. If such storage is eventually authorized 
the corps must assure that ALL downstream authorized purposes are met before allowing one drop of water to be stored in a new reservoir. 

4/16/2012 11:28 City City of 
Oakwood 

38 Dear Mr. Morgan, 
The Chattahoochee RiverWarden is a 501(c)(3) non-profit organization that represents over 200 stakeholders in the middle Chattahoochee River region.  
Chattahoochee RiverWarden uses science, education and advocacy for the protection and stewardship of the middle Chattahoochee River and its tributaries.  The 
water of the Chattahoochee River is a natural resource essential to the long term health, economic development and sustainability of our region. The USACE is 
currently reviewing a 404 permit application for Glades Reservoir that has been submitted by Hall County, GA.  As a stakeholder in the Chattahoochee River 
system, our organization would like to point out several issues that we feel that the USACE must address in the permitting process. 
1.The Apalachicola, Chattahoochee and Flint River system has been in litigation for over 22 years between the states of Georgia, Alabama, and Florida plus other 
affected stakeholders.  The issuance of a permit by the USACE for the Glades Reservoir should not be considered until all cases in the litigation have been 
resolved. 
2.The Chattahoochee River basin system has not been scientifically modeled to include the damming of Flat Creek, a tributary of the Chattahoochee River, and the 
ecological impact thereon. Neither has the withdrawal of an unspecified amount of water out of the Chattahoochee to supplement the proposed 850 acre 
reservoir been scientifically modeled nor its ecological impact assessed. 
3.The project is designed to withdraw water from the Chattahoochee River when "adequate flows" are available. How is "adequate flows"defined and who 
decides when adequate flows are available for withdrawal? 
4.Conversely, water would be released back into the Chattahoochee River from the proposed Glades Reservoir when insufficient flow occurs.  How is "insufficient 
flow" defined and who triggers the return of water back to the river? 
5.The project need is based on a proposed population of 800,000 in 2060.  The 2010 US Census data from 2010 shows Hall County population to be 179,684, a 
2.9% per annum growth over the ten year period from 2000-2010 (approximately 40,000 people).  Assuming a growth rate of 40,000 people a decade for five 
decades (2010-2060) the population would be expected to increase to approximately 379,684 people.  This is less than half the projected 800,000 people to be 
served in 2060 that is assumed by the project!6.The project proposes to transfer water from the Glades Reservoir to the Cedar Creek Reservoir as needed.  
However, after water from the Cedar Creek Reservoir is used for municipal purposes by the City of Gainesville, it will be discharged into the Oconee River Basin, 
not the Chattahoochee Basin from where it was withdrawn.  Scientific studies have not been done on the effect such interbasin transfers have on aquatic life and 
overall environmental health of the receiving basin. 7.The land surrounding the Glades project site is owned by a single landowner. The application assumes that 
the Glades Reservoir will be built and operated to benefit Cedar Creek Reservoir which has a permitted safe yield of 7.5 mgd and is permitted to receive up to 20 
mgd in diversions from the North Oconee River.  The Glade Reservoir project proposes to add an additional 86.4 mgd to the Cedar Creek Reservoir which is in 
reality too small to receive anywhere close to that amount from Glades Reservoir. This means in essence the Glades Reservoir will remain basically full except in 
catastrophic drought conditions far in the unforeseeable future leading us to believe that the Glades Reservoir project is in fact an amenities lake first and 
foremost, not a water supply reservoir. The primary and largest beneficiary of such an amenities lake will be the single landowner and not the future water users 
of Hall County.8.The projections of water needs to the year 2060 for Hall County far exceed the amount      projected by the North Georgia Water Planning District. 
9.No measures of water conservation have been proposed by Hall County as required by statute.The Chattahoochee RiverWarden truly appreciates the 

4/16/2012 13:34 Non 
Governmental 
Organization 

Chattahoochee 
RiverWarden 
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opportunity to make comments to the USACE.  The USACE must protect all interests up and down the Chattahoochee River in the NEPA process.  We strongly 
oppose this new additional reservoir in the Chattahoochee River system. 
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39 To: USACE Savannah District 
Reference: Glades Reservoir 404 Permit Application #SAS-2007-00388 
The Lake Harding Association (LHA) is a 501c3 corporation that represent over 450 homeowners on Lake Harding that is owned and operated by Georgia Power.  
The Lake Harding Association was organized in 1986 as a non-profit corporation for the purpose of bringing together all residents of our lake community as a 
group to promote a community atmosphere, both socially and as an organized voice in matters that might impact our lives and the unique environment of our 
lake.  Lake Harding is a Georgia Power Lake that is located south of West Point Lake and north of Columbus GA on the Chattahoochee River.  The USACE is 
currently reviewing a 404 permit application for Glades Reservoir that has been submitted by Hall County, GA.  As a stakeholder in the Chattahoochee River 
system, our organization would like to point out several issues that we feel that the USACE must address in the EIS process 
1.The Apalachicola, Chattahoochee and Flint River system has been in litigation for over 22 years between the states of Georgia, Alabama, and Florida plus other 
affected parties.  The issuance of a permit by the USACE for the Glades Reservoir should not be considered until all cases in the litigation have been resolved. 
2.The potential impact (as reported by the applicant) of the Glades Reservoir on lake levels has only been studied for Lake Lanier and West Point Lake.  All lakes on 
the Chattahoochee River should be studied and their impact be known. 
3.Glades Reservoir is called a water supply reservoir but no water treatment facility is proposed.  Therefore, the lake is truly an amenity lake and is not necessary 
per statute.  
4.No environmental assessment has been undertaken on the 18 miles of pipeline and its damage. 
5.The proposal states that water will be piped to Cedar Creek Reservoir but the City of Gainesville GA who owns the majority interest in Cedar Creek Reservoir has 
objected to have their reservoir included as part of the Glades Reservoir project.  This makes Glades an amenity lake. 
6.If Glades was built and water was pumped to the Cedar Creek Reservoir, the distributed water would be waste water treated and discharged into the Oconee 
River system.  No studies have been done to scientifically understand the impact on either the donor or receiving basin. 
7.Currently, the Chattahoochee River is losing 70 million gallons of water per day due to inter-basin transfers.  The loss of an additional 80 million gallons per day 
increases the downstream probability of water shortages. 
8.Hall County has not proposed any water conservation plans as required by statute. 
The Lake Harding Association appreciates the opportunity to make comments to the USACE.  As stakeholders, the USACE must protect all interest in the NEPA 
process.  We strongly oppose this new additional reservoir in the Chattahoochee River system. 

4/16/2012 13:37 Non 
Governmental 
Organization 

Chattahoochee 
RiverWarden 
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40 Lake Lanier AssociationPublic Comments for the Glades Reservoir Scoping ProcessThe mission for the Lake Lanier Association (LLA), a 46 year old Lake advocacy 
organization, includes keeping the Lake full and clean in support of its economic contribution to North Georgia. We, the LLA, have begun our review of the Glades 
reservoir project sponsored by the Hall County Board of Commissioners. After attending the US Army Corps of Engineers Public Agency and Scoping Meeting in 
Gainesville on Wednesday, March 20, we have some observations.As background, the Glades project began in 2007. The proposed reservoir would have stored 
available natural stream flow from Flat Creek and would have been intended to supplement existing water supplies from Lake Lanier (through the City of 
Gainesville water system), to meet the needs of eastern and northern Hall County through the year 2060. It was to provide 6.4 million gallons per day (MGD) of 
water. In 2009 Judge Magnuson issued a ruling as part of the Tri-States water war litigation that Lake Lanier was not authorized to provide water supply for North 
Georgia and the city of Atlanta which was subsequently overturned by the 11th Circuit Court of Appeals. In spite of that ruling, the Glades project grew from 6.4 
MGD to 80 MGD, . Today, the plan is for an 850 acre reservoir that will be used to augment the flow to the Cedar Creek Reservoir during periods of low flow. 
Nominally at its maximum capacity, 80 MGD will be withdrawn directly from the Chattahoochee to supply water to the Cedar Creek Reservoir in Hall County only. 
The Glades Reservoir will only be used to "make up' inadequate flow during low flow periods. With this dramatic proposed water withdrawal from the main Lake 
Lanier water supply, we feel the following questions need to be considered and evaluated:1.)What is the impact on Lake Lanier of taking 80 MGD from the main 
Lanier input river and transferring the flow to another basin (Oconee). Further, the management of this water flowing into and out of the Cedar Creek reservoir 
will be managed by Hall County, not the Corps of Engineers. What will be the Hall County management strategy for water flows and utilization? The assumption 
that 70% of the water withdrawn from the Chattahoochee will be returned to Lake Lanier presupposes knowledge about the makeup of the population grow 
residential development in the area dependent on the Cedar Creek Reservoir. If there is a heavy concentration of septic tank based residential areas, then this 
assumption is questionable.2.)The Hall County proposal estimates that the only impact on Lanier would be a reduction in the water level 3 ½ inches. We feel that 
an independent evaluation of this impact would provide not just an "inches average" reduction but should include the maximum impact and frequency on Lanier 
which has been 21 feet water loss during drought conditions. (See comment 5 below)3.)Last June the Magnuson ruling was overturned by the 11th Circuit court of 
appeals, and that decision was "en banc" supported by all 10 of the appellate court Judges. We now ask "is it really necessary to increase the Glades project to 80 
MGD, now that Lake Lanier has been validated and authorized as water supply purpose?" 
4.)North and Eastern Hall County are not the only growth areas above Lake Lanier. Habersham and White Counties will no doubt experience significant growth 
along with Hall County. The total impact of all of the growth on the Lake Lanier recreation economy should be evaluated.5.)The Schnabel Engineering report on 
downstream flow impacts contains two statements that need clarification before any permit is issued:a.On Page 5 the statement is made that "Minimum Ins-
stream Flow (MIF) to be released from the Glades Reservoir would be the lesser of 3.0 mgd (4.6 cfs) or the natural inflow to the reservoir". This refers to the 
releases from Glades into Flat Creek. However, by stating that it will be the 'lesser' of the two values, if the natural inflow to the reservoir is only 2.0 mgd, then 
that would be the only amount required to be released. If the natural inflow were to be 0 mgd during a severe drought, then there would be no water released 
from Glades.b.In the Background section of the cover letter to the Schnabel report it is stated that "When insufficient flow is available, releases from Glades 
Reservoir would provide make-up water to meet in-stream flow requirements in the Chattahoochee River while maintaining Minimum Instream Flows (MIF) of the 
lesser of Annual 7Q10 flows (approximately 22% of average annual daily flow) or natural flows in the Chattahoochee River." Similar to item a) above, by stating 
that the MIF will be the 'lesser' of the 7Q10 flows or the 'natural flows' the interpretation of this is that if the 'natural flows' are less than the 7Q10 flows, then 
there would be no obligation of the operation of Glades to release any additional water from Glades Reservoir into the Chattahoochee River.If these two 
provisions form the basis of the modeling produced by Schnabel Engineering, it raises questions about the conclusions arrived at by the modeling. The LLA has 
been an advocate for raising the full pool level of Lake Lanier by 2 feet in order to create additional stored water for use by the metropolitan Atlanta population, 
industry and downstream requirements. However we do not position the "1073 initiative" in contravention to the Glades Reservoir. We fundamentally believe 
that any proposed plan has to stand on its own merits and one is not a substitute for the other. In summary, we are convinced that significant detailed study is 
needed to determine the impacts on Lanier and downstream stakeholders of creating a large diversion of the main water source for North Georgia and other 
water users. We believe that there are sufficient questions related to the current application to warrant further study. 

4/16/2012 18:43 Non 
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41 As a Lake Lanier resident, I am 100% in favor of adding capacity to the Chattaoochie basin, IF managed correctly. Having said that, I do not believe that the project 
will be successful, if both the Glades Reservoir and Lake Lanier are not governed by the SAME body with the SAME purpose And SAME goals. 
If I understand the proposal correctly, the two reserviors will be managed separately with potentially competing objectives. Therefore, we are AGAINST the Glades 
Reservoir proposal.  
Additionally, large amounts of water will be pumped from one river system to another. I reality that idea will cause more problems than it will resolve. That, 
inevitably, will cause "water wars" within north Georgia. 
We are finally making progress with the existing "water wars" with Florida and Alabama. The current proposal would be a step in the wrong direction with regards 
to the management of Lake Lanier and Metro Atlanta's water problems. 
In summary, we are strongly AGAINST the current Glades Reservoir proposal. 

4/16/2012 22:19 Property Owner   

42 Clearly, more capacity is needed in the Chattahoochie basin. Lake Lanier has untapped capacity. Raising normal to 1073' is a viable alternative to Glades Reservoir, 
which has little to no cost. 

4/16/2012 22:19 Property Owner   

43 These comments will be sent in hard copy form.  It does not appear that the figures were incorporated into this commenting venue.April 16, 2012Mr. Richard 
Morgan Colonel Steven J. RoemhildtRegulatory Division District Commander Savannah District Mobile District US Army Corps of Engineers US Army Corps of 
Engineers100 West Oglethorpe Avenue 109 St. Joseph StreetSavannah, GA 31401 Mobile, AL 36602-3630Re: Glades Reservoir-Hall County, GA-Flat Creek: Permit 
Application #SAS-2007-00388Dear Mr. Morgan and Colonel Roemhildt:On behalf of hundreds of our members in the Apalachicola, Chattahoochee, and Flint (ACF) 
River Basin, Apalachicola Riverkeeper appreciates the Corps determination that an EIS is required for the referenced project.  We continue to believe that the 
referenced application should be unconditionally denied for reasons enumerated in the letter below.  The interstate nature of the ACF River Basin, the 
authorizations to the US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and the State of Georgia pursuant to Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. §§ 1341, 
1344), and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. § 403), require consideration of the cumulative effects on downstream users in Florida.  
Relevant uses of our members potentially affected by this project include, but are not limited to: conservation, economics, aesthetics, general environmental 
concerns, wetlands, historic properties, fish and wildlife values, flood hazards, flood plain values, land use, navigation, shoreline erosion and accretion, recreation, 
water supply and conservation, water quality, energy needs, safety, food and fiber production, mineral needs, consideration of property ownership and in general, 
the needs and welfare of the people.  Our use of the waters of the Apalachicola will be diminished by additional and cumulate impacts of further withdrawals and 
depletions from the ACF System related to the Glades Reservoir.  Current conditions and water use in the basin make it practically and physically impossible for 
the EIS to demonstrate a feasible rationale for the project. 
The following comments illustrate the impacts that will ultimately arise from the issuance of a Section 404(b) dredge and fill permit by the US Army Corps of 
Engineers and a Section 401 water quality certification by the Georgia Environmental Protection Division.   The US Supreme Court recognized the application of 
the Clean Water Act to issues of water quantity in PUD No.1 of Jefferson County and City of Tacoma v. Washington Department of Ecology, 114 S.Ct. 1900 (1994).   
In the PUD, the Court made clear that the Clean Water Act definition of pollution as "the man-made or man-induced alteration of the chemical, physical, 
biological, and radiological integrity of water (33 U.S.C. 1362(19) and the requirement for the Environmental Protection Agency to seek information about 
"processes, procedures, and methods to control pollution resulting from ... changes in the movement, flow, or circulation of any navigable waters or ground 
waters, including changes caused by the construction of dams, levees, channels, causeways, or flow diversion facilities" authorized the regulation of impacts from 
alterations of water quantity.   
Furthermore, the water use promoted by the construction of the Glades Reservoir will impact the operations the Mobile District of the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (Mobile District) implement on the ACF River Basin.  Thru direct withdrawal and evaporation from the existence of the reservoir the project will impact 
the Mobile District's operational plan and Water Control Manual which has been under revision for over 20 years.  The impacts therefore come under the 
jurisdiction of the Mobile District and must be part of the consideration to that management plan.  This will require development of an Instream Flow Assessment 
to determine the needs of the downstream users including, but not limited to, the Apalachicola River and Bay.   
Finally, our comments focus on the requirement of the National Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA") (42 U.S.C. § 4332) that a detailed statement by the responsible 
official be prepared for this major Federal action that will significantly affect the quality of the human environment.  To satisfy NEPA, the Corps must consider, 
among other things: (1) impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse, (2) unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to wetlands, (3) the 
degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to be highly controversial, and (4) the degree to which the possible effects on the 
human environment are highly uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks.   Moreover, the Corps must analyze the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. This 
will also require development of an Instream Flow Assessment to determine the needs of the downstream users including, but not limited to, the Apalachicola 
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River and Bay. 
Reduction of Downstream Flows and Associated Impacts 
The divergence (30-38% decline) from baseline flows that existed before dams were constructed on the rivers of the ACF River System and described in 
Attachment 1 has resulted in significant impacts to Apalachicola River, Floodplain, and Bay.  The existence and proposed uses for the Glades Reservoir will further 
reduce flows downstream and exacerbate the cumulative ecological, cultural and economic impacts to Apalachicola River, Floodplain, and Bay area. 
River level declines have impacted the Apalachicola Floodplain and River by reducing the connection of the river to the floodplain and inundation durations.  The 
reduced and lost connectivity has resulted in significant loss of millions of trees, fish and wildlife habitat, and fish and wildlife.  The USGS has issued reports 
(Professional Paper 1594, Scientific Investigations Report 2008-5062, Scientific Investigations Report 2008-5173) which establish impacts that have and are 
occurring to the Apalachicola River due to reductions in flow attributable to actions of the Corps' and the State of Georgia.  Significant losses of endangered and 
threatened species have also been documented by the State of Florida.  Impacts to the productivity of Apalachicola Bay from reduced freshwater flows resulted in 
lost production of marine species including fish, shell fish, and wildlife which brought the Bay close to a near disastrous unraveling of the food web. These effects 
have been described in the report: Importance of River Flow to the Apalachicola River-Bay System (Robert J. Livingston, Department of Biological Science, Florida 
State University, Tallahassee, Florida, September 2008).  Freshwater declines during the recent drought increased salinity levels in the Bay and extended the 
duration of the time that high salinities persisted in the Bay resulting in 80% of the oyster bars being decimated by predators that inundate the bars during periods 
of higher salinity.Water Quality Impacts from Reduced FlowsReduced flows have altered water and habitat quality in the river, floodplain and bay.  Reduced river 
levels have cut off flows to the floodplain and sloughs, disconnected backwater swamps for long periods of time, and caused die offs of fish and shellfish due to 
low DO, increased temperature, stagnant conditions and even completely dried up sloughs and swamps.  Increases in Bay salinity and temperatures also 
precipitated the reductions and loss of oysters, crab, fish and shrimp species.Cumulative Impacts of Water Allocation in GeorgiaWater allocation by the State of 
Georgia has been improving, but is inconsistent and relatively uncontrolled with no consideration of the instream flow needs when it comes to allocation of water.  
The State of Georgia is not willing or prepared to determine what allocations are appropriate or can be made without causing harm to downstream users.  This 
particular proposed reservoir will deplete the Chattahoochee River System by an additional 72 MGD.  Evaporation will further increase this loss during the warmer 
months of the year.  Increases in water temperature and reductions in DO will be associated with the reservoir after constructed and filled. While the depletion 
and impacts to downstream users may seem small in comparison to other users, it is certain that the impacts described above demonstrate that over-allocation of 
the water resources has occurred at existing water use levels.  Additional depletions from the system will exacerbate those impacts.  The State of Georgia should 
not justify the allocation of additional withdrawals from the system knowing that such impacts are occurring to downstream users.The applicant makes a 
determination of based on an instream flow of 7Q10 as the minimum flow and dam release for Flat Creek.  The use of the 7Q10 flow is inadequate to sustain 
ecological resources of a stream and should not be acceptable to the Corps or the State of Georgia as a reasonable component to measure "safe yield" from the 
creek. The Instream Flow Council stated in its publication "Instream Flows for Riverine Resource Stewardship - Revised Edition" (Instream Flow Council-2002, 
Revised Edition 2004) that "Use of the 7Q10 persists because it favors off-stream water uses.  However, it does so by sacrificing the fish and wildlife resources that 
belong to the public and over which government has a stewardship responsibility".Cumulative Impacts of Water Management by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(Corps)The Mobile District of the Corps manages 5 reservoirs on the Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers.  The allocation of waters by the State of Georgia for the 
Glades Reservoir will impact the Corps ability to meet its congressionally authorized purposes under the Water Supply Act.  General Joseph Schroedel, South 
Atlantic Division Commander, stated before the National Research Council that there is not enough water to meet existing needs in the ACF System.  It is therefore 
inconsistent with Corps Policy and Guidelines for the Corps to allow further withdrawals from the ACF over which it has authority.  In order to determine 
downstream impacts to the Apalachicola River and Bay, it is necessary to perform and Ecological Instream Flow Assessment to determine the freshwater flows 
required to sustain the resources and economies of our region.The "intensity" of the cumulative impacts of water allocation in Georgia and reservoir management 
on the ACF must also be analyzed by the Corps.  These impacts include: "The degree to which the proposed action affects public health or safety”-because of the 
potentially significant adverse effects on downstream water quality due to lower flows in the Apalachicola River and higher salinity in Apalachicola Bay, this is of 
heightened concern;"The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to be highly controversial”-given the intense ongoing tri-
state water wars, this application is clearly controversial;"The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly uncertain or involve 
unique or unknown risks”-given the uncertainty regarding future allocation out of Lake Lanier for meeting metro Atlanta water supply needs, potential for future 
droughts, and climate change, the magnitude of impacts on the Apalachicola River and Bay may in fact prove to be significant;"Whether the action is related to 
other actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively significant impacts”-of particular concern is the cumulative effect of this withdrawal along with other 
past, present, and future withdrawals on the Apalachicola River and Bay's water and habitat quality, recreation, commercial productivity and listed species;"The 
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degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened species or its habitat that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973”-of particular concern here is the potential adverse effects of reduced flow in the Apalachicola River on federally listed mussels (purple 
bankclimber, fat three-ridge, Chipola slabshell) and the Gulf sturgeon; and "Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or local law or 
requirements imposed for the protection of the environment”- the proposed action threatens to violate the federal Clean Water Act, National Environmental 
Policy Act, Endangered Species Act, and Water Supply Act.  The Water Resources Act by the Florida Legislature in 1972 defines the minimum flow for a given 
watercourse as the limit at which further withdrawals would be "significantly harmful" to the water resources or ecology of the area.  Further withdrawals will in 
fact violate this state law, which is already violated based on existing impacts from current withdrawals in the state of Georgia. Endangered Species ActThe 
Endangered Species Act requires formal consultation for federal actions that "may affect" listed species or critical habitat. There are at least three federally listed 
mussels (purple bankclimber, fat three-ridge, Chipola slabshell) and the Gulf sturgeon within the Apalachicola River that may be affected by the proposed action. 
Therefore, the Corps must initiate formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on additional withdrawals.   Moreover, because downstream impacts 
may impact ACF operations extending as far as Apalachicola Bay, the Corps also must formally consult with the NOAA Fisheries Service as to impacts the proposed 
project may have on the federally listed Gulf sturgeon.Loss of Benefits to Members of the Apalachicola RiverkeeperThese aforementioned documented impacts to 
the Apalachicola River and Bay have diminished and harmed our member's ability to enjoy and benefit from the use of the Apalachicola River and Bay.  Our 
members hike, boat, fish, swim, hunt, bird watch, timber, commercially harvest honey, oyster, shrimp, crab, flounder and other Gulf marine species, and further 
benefit from the ecosystem services (ATTACHMENT 2) provided by the ACF System.  These activities all rely on a healthy Apalachicola River and Bay ecosystem 
that is dependent on flows that sustain that ecosystem.    Without thorough documentation using the best scientific methods available that such impacts are not a 
result of reduced freshwater flows from the Chattahoochee and Flint rivers, it is inconsistent with the authorizations provided to the Corps and/or the State of 
Georgia, pursuant to Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. §§ 1341, 1344), and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. § 403) 
to authorize any further reduction of flows downstream.  We respectfully request that permitting agents that have not observed the biodiversity and productivity 
of this natural system make a site visit in order to better understand the critical role that flows play in sustaining the ecosystem, cultures, communities and 
economies that exist along the bank and shores of the Apalachicola River, Floodplain, and Bay.Sincerely, Dan TonsmeireRiverkeeperATTACHMENT 1(Pre and Post 
Dam Flow Comparison Hydrographs)ATTACHMENT 2ECOSYSTEM SERVICESBecause ecosystem services are not generally traded in the marketplace, their full value 
is not captured in the conventional economic statistics. The market value of goods and services derived from ecosystems typically reflects only the human labor, 
technological and managerial inputs used for their extraction, processing, transportation and distribution. A consequence of this is that the underlying natural 
resources may be unsustainably exploited or improperly managed.What are ecosystem services?The natural environment provides an array of ecosystem goods 
and services that are critical to the welfare of the human population and to the support of life generally.  Following are some of the important ecosystem services 
that have been widely recognized (Daily, 1997) (see also, http://www.centurycommission.org/current_projects.asp):Production of agricultural food and fiber 
products;Forestry and fisheries production;Setting for outdoor recreational activity;Purification of air and water;Mitigation of droughts and floods;Generation and 
preservation of soils and renewal of their fertility;Detoxification and decomposition of wastes;Pollination of crops and natural vegetation;Dispersal of 
seeds;Cycling and movement of nutrients;Control of potential agricultural pests;Maintenance of biodiversity;Protection of coastal shores from erosion by 
waves;Protection from the sun's harmful ultraviolet rays;Partial stabilization of climate;Moderation of weather extremes and their impacts. 
Nature furnishes these services to human society as an outcome of the normal functioning of healthy ecosystems. Flows of materials, energy and information 
arise from the natural capital stocks of plants, animals, minerals, and atmospheric gases, which may be periodically accumulated or depleted by both natural 
cycles and human activities.  Ecosystems have evolved over billions of years to be highly efficient and robust. Some of these ecosystem services provided by 
nature are critical and irreplaceable. Others may be accomplished by engineered human systems only at great expense. 
Reference 
http://www.centurycommission.org/current_projects.asp and go to CC UF Applied Sustainability, "Review of Environmental, Social, and Economic Concepts for 
Sustainable Development in Florida" edited by Dr. Stephen S. Mulkey, Chair at UF of People and Land Use Strategies (PLUS) Workgroup", and to "Protecting 
Ecosystem Services in Florida" September 1, 2006 by Alan W. Hodges" 
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44 I have followed the Glades Reservoir project for some time.  Most recently, I attended a public meeting at Gainesville College, and became convinced that the 
entire idea of Glades is based on faulty data and incorrect assumptions about population growth.  This brings into question the entire idea and the reasons and 
motives its supporters have for their support and why taxpayers should be asked to put up nearly $300 million.  It took the last 50 years for Hall County to add 
130,000 residents.   Yet, according to 'information' presented at this most recent public meeting, we are expected to believe that Hall will add 600,000 residents 
over the next 50 years - a 400% increase in growth rate - and therefore, the need for Glades.   No basis for this tremendous increase is offered, no background 
data are offered, no modeling of any sort that could possibly justify such a number is presented.  In fact, as the US economy continues to sputter and show no 
signs of sustained strength and viability, such an estimate becomes even more ridiculous.  This population growth estimate is not based on anything real, and 
therefore, the taxpayers are being misled.  The other obvious weakness in the case for Glades is that a two foot increase in Lanier will store just as much water 
(for no additional investment by taxpayers) as Glades.  If and when the need arises for additional water supply, Hall County and Gainesville should simply strike a 
compromise with the Corps of Engineers and secure additional water from Lanier.  To spend $300 million to take water from the Chattahoochee before it reaches 
Lanier, rather than just simply take it out of Lanier, is an egregious waste of the taxpayer's money.   And of course, no one ever mentions water conservation.  We 
can all use less water and therefore avoid building such an expensive, destructive, and unneeded project for many years.  More intelligent solutions can be 
implemented in the meantime. 

4/17/2012 8:28     

45 As a resident of Troup County, I am opposed to another reduction/control of waters from the Chattahoochee River.  We have a constant struggle already with 
maintaining a suitable water level.  Adding another reservoir which would be supplied by pumping water from the river would be COUNTERPRODUCTIVE.   
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46 1.Population projections used by the county are unrealistically high due to the slow economy. This fact had been stated in the Atlanta Journal & Constitution and 
Gainesville Times in recent articles. 
2. The Cedar Creek Reservoir with H2O from the Oconee would meet a realistic increased population in Hall County for many years to come. 
3. Raising the level of Lake Lanier would be a practical way to meet increases that could not be met by the Cedar Creek Reservoir in the distant future.  
4. The Glades Farm Reservoir would set a dangerous precedent. White County & Habersham County could build reservoirs removing further H2O from the 
Chattahoochee. Then where do the users downstream from Lake Lanier get their needed amounts of H2O? 
5. Lake Lanier is a reservoir already built. It makes more sense to raise the level of an existing reservoir than to build Glade Farm Reservoir at great expense to H2O 
users and destruction of beautiful farm and creek land with their existing plant and animal habitats. 
6.Since the county has no viable business plan for paying for this Glades Farm Reservoir Project, H2O users including the Poultry Procession Plants will pay for it 
through excessive H2O rates. These increases would force the poultry plants to move out of Hall County taking a very large number of jobs with them. The result 
would be devastating to the water systme and increase the H2O rates even further since the poultry plants use a large percentage of the H2O. 
7. Gainesville's source of H2O is Lake Lanier. Gainesville does not need to be put into position to be forced to buy H2O from Glades Farm at greatly increased cost.  

4/17/2012 8:41     

47 The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineersâ€™ (USACE) 2008 Final Rule for Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic 
Resources established a hierarchy for selecting compensation options that favors mitigation banks as the preferential choice.  The Final Rule then ranks in-lieu fee 
program credits followed by permittee-responsible mitigation.Mitigation banking is the preferential option for a variety of reasons. Mitigation bank credits are not 
released for debiting until specific milestones associated with the protection and development are achieved, thus reducing the risk that mitigation will not be fully 
successful. Mitigation banks involve more rigorous scientific and technical analysis, planning and implementation than permittee-responsible mitigation.  A 
mitigation bank requires site identification in advance, project-specific planning, and significant investment of financial resources that is often not practicable for 
many in-lieu-fee programs. Georgia's sole in-lieu-fee program, the Georgia Wetland and Stream Trust Fund (GWTF), has a history of poor management. The GWTF 
does not consistently operate in accordance with its 1997 in-lieu-fee agreement with the Corps Savannah District or with interagency guidance issued in 2000. The 
GWTF's longstanding noncompliance has significant adverse environmental impacts. During the time period since the GWTF began, mitigation banks in Georgia 
have been subject to increasingly stringent requirements and oversight to assure adequacy and effectiveness. As a result, mitigation banks now provide superior 
mitigation for the loss of ecological functions associated with wetland and stream impacts. Please see Exhibit A for more information regarding the GWTF's history 
of noncompliance. Hall County has proposed to develop a compensatory mitigation plan in accordance with the Final Rule hierarchy to offset losses in aquatic 
function that would result from the proposed Glades Reservoir project. The proposed Glades Reservoir is an approximately 850-acre reservoir located on Flat 
Creek in the Upper Chattahoochee River Basin. The Reservoir is proposed to operate as part of a system with the existing Cedar Creek reservoir and pumping from 
the Chattahoochee River. According to the Hall County Glades Mitigation Plan (Exhibit B), the pipeline from Glades Reservoir to the Chattahoochee River will 
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impact 100 linear feet, and the pipeline from the Chattahoochee River intake to the Cedar Creek reservoir will impact 730 linear feet. The Reservoir itself will 
impact 39.2 acres of jurisdictional wetlands and almost 94,120 linear feet of streams. Under the 2004 Savannah District SOP, the Glades Reservoir will require a 
total of 470,872.52 stream credits (468,877.02 for the reservoir, and 1,995.50 for the pipelines) and 290.39 wetland credits. The following tables list the current 
mitigation banks in the Upper Chattahoochee and Middle Chattahoochee basins, along with their credit availability. Available credits are credits that have already 
been authorized by the Corps for sale and can currently be purchased from the mitigation bank.  Remaining credits include available credits plus future credits 
that have already been approved by the Corps, but not yet authorized for sale.  The future credits are authorized for sale as each mitigation bank meets pre-
defined milestones over a 5-7 year monitoring period.  
In accordance with the Final Rule, mitigation for the Glades Reservoir impacts should be accounted for through the use of mitigation banks. According to the Hall 
County Mitigation Plan, the Reservoir will require a total of 470,872.52 stream credits. As seen in the above tables, there are 599,580 remaining stream credits in 
the Upper Chattahoochee basin (127% of need), 408,987 available stream credits in the Upper and Middle Chattahoochee basins (87% of need), and 1,877,399 
remaining stream credits in the Upper and Middle Chattahoochee basins (400% of need). The Reservoir will require a total of 290.39 wetland credits. Within the 
Upper and Middle Chattahoochee service areas, there are currently 194 remaining wetland credits (66% of need). This equates to a deficit of approximately 100 
wetland credits (34% of need). Per RIBITS, there are currently three pending banks in the Upper Chattahoochee and three pending banks in the Middle 
Chattahoochee. Several of these pending banks have wetland components to them, which, once approved, will increase the available and remaining wetland 
credits within the basin.In addition to the Upper and Middle Chattahoochee, the Upper Flint River service area is also within the Apalachicola/Chattahoochee/Flint 
River Basin (ACF Basin) where the proposed Glades Reservoir is located. All three service areas are within the Piedmont physiographic region. According to RIBITS, 
there are currently 52 available wetland credits in the Upper Flint Basin. With future releases, there are 306 remaining credits (105% of need) in the basin. 
Combined with credits from the Upper Chattahoochee and Middle Chattahoochee, wetland impacts for the project can be completely compensated for through 
the use of mitigation credits. Based on the availability of stream and wetland credits within the ACF Basin, the use of in-lieu-fee mitigation and permittee 
responsible mitigation is not necessary. As determined by the Final Rule, mitigation banks are the preferential compensation option because they best comply 
with the "no net loss" objective of the Clean Water Act. We strongly urge Hall County and USACE to comply with the standards of the Final Rule and utilize 
mitigation banks for compensation for impacts associated with Glades Reservoir.The Tables and Exhibits have been removed from these online comments for 
formatting purposes. The complete comments, including Tables and Exhibits, were submitted via email to info@gladesreservoir.com and via US Mail to the 
following address: ATTN Richard MorganU.S. Army Corps of Engineers-Savannah District100 West Oglethorpe AvenueSavannah, GA 31401-3640 

48 I really don't understand the need for this reservoir.  Why can't the level of Lake Lanier be raised?  Even if some money had to be spent to allow this to happen, it 
would be extremely cheaper than Glades. 
What about Cedar Creek Reservoir that already exists?  From what I understand, it is not even being used.  Why build another, very expensive reservoir?  
Also, I think it is past time for our country to start emphasizing conserving water, in the home and the workplace.  If water conservation is not made more of a 
priority, it's not going to matter that we raise lake levels, build reservoirs. 
I am strongly against spending money to build Glades. 

4/17/2012 10:11     
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49 Dear Mr. Morgan:The City of LaGrange is a public utility in the middle Chattahoochee region that strives to operate in a responsible and environmentally 
conscious manner. As a downstream interest in the proposed Glades project, the following information must be considered:The ACF basin, which West Point Lake 
is a part of, has long been stressed due to low river flows. Subsequent the level of West Point Lake has suffered severe reductions over the past several years as a 
result of these reduced flows downstream from metropolitan Atlanta.  The proposed Glades Reservoir would result in a net reduction of flow into the basin.  
Industry, power generation, municipal water supply operations, recreation, and environmental health are all dependent on the Chattahoochee River water 
levels.The USACE is working to complete an updated water control manual.  We request that the USACE review this document and ensure that adequate water 
has been set aside to account for the water lost due to the proposed reservoir, and that all other downstream demands can likewise be met. Congressional 
authorizations for navigation and recreation are included as expressed purposes of federal projects within our area of the river, and specifically for West Point 
Lake. These activities have long been either curtailed or eliminated due to flow restrictions in the area. As the single largest economic driver in Troup County, 
West Point Lake is the critical driver for future recreational and industrial growth. Additionally, municipal water supply operations and environmental issues have 
required intense management to avoid further harm to middle Chattahoochee stakeholders.  Further upstream water withdrawals, with subsequent reduced 
flows will restrict economic growth in our area.  Any upstream reservoir proposal resulting in reduced river flows will cause further harm to the economic and 
environmental health of our downstream region. An overall management plan for the Chattahoochee River, including related water withdrawals, should be 
adopted to address both statewide and regional needs.  The aforementioned USACE operating plan, as well as an ACF Stakeholders initiative, is currently 
developing such plans. We urge the USACE to follow all NEPA guidelines in establishing the overall impact to the basin of another reservoir. Approval of the Glades 
project is premature and seemingly unnecessary based on Lake Lanier being approved for municipal water supply for the City of Atlanta.  We therefore are 
opposed to its approval. 

4/17/2012 10:32 City City of 
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50 The National Park Service (NPS) has reviewed the Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for a proposed water supply reservoir project to 
be located in Hall County, Georgia. 
Based on the information provided in the February 17, 2012, Notice of Intent, the NPS has no comments at this time. 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide input regarding the resources and issues to be evaluated during the application process. 
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51 We would like to comment on the planned location of the pipeline that will be running from Glades down the 365 Corridor and what parcels of property that it 
will affect. 
We own the property located on the corner of Hwy 365 and Athens Street which is the main thoroughfare from Hwy 365 into Lula and then on to Homer, etc. Hall 
County Parcel # 09073-000002. Approx 7.63 acres. 
As we understand from the meetings and discussions with both the Developers and the Army Corp of Engineers, there is not a definite plan for exactly which side 
of 365 the pipeline will run in reference to our property. As I understand from talking with Rochester & Assoc it is actually at this point being shown literally down 
the middle of Hwy 365. Of course we know that it will go to one side or the other. 
We would like to request that our property is not used for the pipeline for the reasons below: 
Being that we have road frontage both on Athens Street and on Hwy 365, we are already dealing with "Right of Way" issues on both sides. We also know without 
a doubt that we will also be dealing with an Acceleration Lane that will have to be constructed due to the on going traffic fatalities and wrecks on Hwy 365. This 
would be for traffic turning out of Athens Street onto Hwy 365N toward Cornelia. (Our property is on the right if traffic is turning right onto Hwy 365.) With all 
being stated above and our parcel being at Approx 7.63 acres, we do not need to lose any additional property as it would discourage any potential buyer to be 
able to work with the reduced area.  
We have our property listed for sale at this time; We purchased this property many years ago with the knowledge that we would hold it until the market was 
ready for it and it would help us in a major financial need. We feel that this time is now approaching from both points. Of course it will be potential commercial 
due to the location and the fact that there is frontage on both Athens Street and Hwy 365.   
Again, we respectfully ask that the pipeline be placed possibly on the other side of Hwy 365 where there is not interference with 2 major thoroughfares. 
We understand that it is possible that our property may not even be affected at all. On the current drawings, it is not even an issue for us; however, we felt that 
we really need to voice our concern.  
Thank you for this opportunity for our comments.  

4/17/2012 11:49 Property Owner   
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52 My overbiding concern is destroying forever Native American artifacts.Too much of my heritage is being destroyed all in the name of Progress. Our city and county 
has no compunction intearing down very good buildings and then spending millions on buildings,arenas,etc. all in the name of bringing in new tourism and new 
business. While our past heritage,rich as it is in this area and so many more in Georgia are being obliterated. I am strongly opposed with all that is being proposed 
while Gainesville is being rapidly depleted from its rich Native American history. We've seen too many huge proposed projects fail miserably in and around 
Gainesville. I beseech all of you have Indian blood coursing through your veins to please comment on this subject and fight what is being proposed. 

4/17/2012 13:13 Individual   

53 The City of Gainesville, Ga a supposed partner in the project has publicly stated they are not in favor of this project. Gainesville has gone so far as to say they will 
not let their Cedar Creek reservoir be a piece of this project. If this is the case then the Corps is grossly premature in developing an EIS for a project that requires 
Cedar Creek. 

4/17/2012 15:41 Business Global Energy 
& Water 

Consulting, LLC 

54 The Corps is grossly premature and wasting public money by exploring this option when the Corps has not completed their required task of determining their 
limits of authorities for use of Lake Lanier required by the Order in the 11th Circuit Court of Appeals ruling. 

4/17/2012 15:41 Business Global Energy 
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Consulting, LLC 

55 The project boundaries appear to encroach on property owned by the Corps and specifically include taking of some of the flood control storage. How will the 
Corps mitigate this without going to Congress for reallocation of storage?  

4/17/2012 15:41 Business Global Energy 
& Water 
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56 Dear Mr. Morgan: 
The Middle Chattahoochee Water Coalition (MCWC) is a public/private multi-state partnership to champion equitable, optimal use and good stewardship of the 
water resources of the region. 
Our ACF basin has long been stressed due to low river flows and subsequent lake level reductions downstream from metropolitan Atlanta.  The proposed Glades 
Reservoir would result in a net reduction of flow into the basin.  Industry, power generation, municipal water supply operations, recreation, and environmental 
health are all dependent on the Chattahoochee River water levels. 
The USACE is working to complete an updated water control manual.  Congressional authorizations for navigation and recreation are included as expressed 
purposes of federal projects within our area of the river.  These activities have long been either curtailed or limited due to flow restrictions in the area.  
Additionally, municipal water supply operations and environmental issues have required intense management to avoid further harm to middle-reach 
stakeholders.  In essence, further upstream water withdrawals, with subsequent reduced flows, restrict economic growth in our area.  Any upstream reservoir 
proposal resulting in reduced river flows will cause further harm to the economic and environmental health of our downstream region.  
An overall management plan for the Chattahoochee River, including related water withdrawals, should be adopted to address both statewide and regional needs.  
The aforementioned USACE operating plan, as well as an ACF Stakeholders initiative, is currently developing such plans.  
Approval of the Glades project is premature.  We therefore are opposed to its approval. 

4/17/2012 16:21 Non 
Governmental 
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Water Coalition 

57 In the interest of brevity and ease of consideration of comments, the Southeastern Federal Power Customers, Inc. ("SeFPC"), adopts by reference each and every  
comment submitted by Mark Crisp of Global Energy & Water Consulting, LLC. The SeFPC concurs fully with the comments submitted by Mr. Crisp and asks the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers to respond to each accordingly.   

4/17/2012 16:46 Non 
Governmental 
Organization 

Southeastern 
Federal Power 
Customers, Inc. 

58 The EIS Scope of Work should include an explanation and justification for increasing the size of the reservoir from 6.4 MGD (see Table 2-2 of the May 2009 
MNGWPD Water Supply and Water Conservation Management Plan) to 80 MGD.  

4/17/2012 17:31 City Atlanta 

59 The City of Atlanta does not have significant raw water storage capacity and is primarily dependent on the Chattahoochee River as its source of drinking water.  
The EIS should include consideration of the potential impact(s) of the Glades Reservoir Project on the timing and duration of releases from Lake Lanier to the 
Chattahoochee River, and should be evaluated and developed to ensure that downstream users are not adversely impacted.  This task needs to be included in the 
EIS Scope of Work. 

4/17/2012 17:31 City Atlanta 

60 Consistent with Georgia's Interim Instream Flow Protection Strategy, the EIS should be scoped to include an evaluation of operations and impacts based on 
monthly 7Q10 flow and protection of downstream users as well as the "non-depletable flow" requirements of downstream users. 

4/17/2012 17:31 City Atlanta 



Glades Reservoir EIS - Scoping Comments 
PROJECT WEBSITE COMMENT SUBMISSIONS 

Online 
Comment # Comment 

Date/Time 
Received 

Affiliation Type 
Affiliation 

Name 

61 Dear Mr. Morgan:On behalf of White County, Georgia, I would like to provide you with a few comments on the proposed Glades Reservoir for future drinking 
water for Hall County and its impact on White County, Georgia.White County is adjacent to Hall County on its northern border.  White County's current population 
is approximately 27,200 persons.  The county has experienced more than a 100% population growth since 1990.  Projected population growth places the county at 
more than 50,000 persons over the next twenty-five years.  White County consistently remains around the 100 fastest growing counties in the nation.  
Employment patterns show that 22% of those working in White County commute from Hall County and that approximately seven percent of the White County 
labor force commutes into Hall County for employment.  Geographically, all of White County (151,512 acres) is located in the Chattahoochee River watershed, and 
the county serves as the headwaters for the river basin.   Approximately 52,000 acres of White County is publicly owned by the United States government and the 
State of Georgia.Data from the White County geographic information system shows that total watershed area for the proposed Glades Reservoir is approximately 
11,300 acres, with 10,430 lying in Hall County and 870 acres located in White County (7.7% of the watershed).  In the State of Georgia this qualifies as a small 
water supply watershed  - less than 100 square miles.  Attached are maps identifying the watershed boundary acreage within both Hall and White Counties, and 
the area for both the Inner Management Zone and Outer Management Zone in the watershed.  The land use acreage for the portion of the watershed White 
County is identified in the table below:Land Use Type Total Parcels Total AcresAgriculture 66 172.000Recreation 1 102.000Commercial 12 33.000Multi-Family 1 
1.000Manufactured Home 47 85.000Public Institutional 3 10.000Single Family 159 467.000Total 289 870.000(Recreation is golf course open to the public) 
This portion of White County is also part of the service delivery area for the White County Water Authority providing public water for residential and commercial 
uses in the community.  In addition, the White County Water Authority provides water service to a small number of customers in Hall County.  Drinking water 
sources in White County include the Turner Creek Reservoir located in the northwestern portion of the county and from deep well systems developed by the City 
of Cleveland and the City of Helen.  Currently, the majority of White County residences obtain their drinking water from private wells. White County has adopted 
water supply watershed rules that protect the drinking water for the Turner Creek Reservoir and another drinking water intake located on the Soque River in 
neighboring Habersham County.  In addition, White County has adopted six other environmental protection ordinances managing development impacts on the 
quality of the environment.  At the current time, Hall County has not contacted White County concerning our county's role in the project and the impact(s) that 
the Glade Reservoir project could have on White County.   It is not clear what rules will be mandated upon White County, if any, in the protection of the water for 
this type of facility.  However, we know that there will most likely be some type of regulations required within the watershed in order to protect the drinking 
water source.   By virtue of the actions that White County may have to act upon, some questions and issues have surfaced to which we would like to comment on, 
and hope to receive some answers.First, White County supports Hall County's right to develop their own drinking water resources in order to address their 
projected growth needs.  Their long term planning efforts are to be applauded.  However, since a portion of the watershed is located within White County, and 
White County will most likely be required to protect the drinking water reservoir, will our county have a vested right and allocation to use this source to address 
our future growth needs as well? Secondly, in the development of this facility, White County would like to know if this will have an impact on the planning and 
development of our own future drinking water sources in order to address the demands of future growth in our community.  It is important to note that while we 
anticipate a continued high rate of growth in our community much of the county is currently transitioning from the use of private wells to water services provided 
by public systems.  Therefore the need for planning and developing additional drinking water sources for the next thirty to fifty years within our county is a high 
priority.  We hope that the development of drinking water sources in other communities downstream, such as Hall County, will not overshadow our community's 
immediate and long-term needs. Finally, White County is a member of the Coosa-North Georgia Water Planning District.  We are currently working with the State 
of Georgia and water district members in the development of a water plan that will responsibly meet the needs of our future growth.  This plan will address such 
issues as the development of future water resources, water conservation and contingency planning, wastewater needs and water quality protection.  Realizing 
this, White County respectfully requests the ability to reserve the right to plan and to develop its own water resources in order to meet its own future demand.  
We seek to be assured that adequate drinking water allocations will be considered, reserved and granted to our community, for future use, particularly as other 
facilities are proposed and developed further downstream in the Chattahoochee River basin and have a direct impact on the management of growth within our 
county. If you have questions or concerns regarding these comments, please feel free to contact me at (706) 865-6768 or by email at tobryant@whitecounty.net. 

4/17/2012 19:19 County White County 
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62 Dear Mr. Morgan:On behalf of White County, Georgia, I would like to provide you with a few comments on the proposed Glades Reservoir for future drinking 
water for Hall County and its impact on White County, Georgia.White County is adjacent to Hall County on its northern border.  White County's current population 
is approximately 27,200 persons.  The county has experienced more than a 100% population growth since 1990.  Projected population growth places the county at 
more than 50,000 persons over the next twenty-five years.  White County consistently remains around the 100 fastest growing counties in the nation.  
Employment patterns show that 22% of those working in White County commute from Hall County and that approximately seven percent of the White County 
labor force commutes into Hall County for employment.  Geographically, all of White County (151,512 acres) is located in the Chattahoochee River watershed, and 
the county serves as the headwaters for the river basin.   Approximately 52,000 acres of White County is publicly owned by the United States government and the 
State of Georgia.Data from the White County geographic information system shows that total watershed area for the proposed Glades Reservoir is approximately 
11,300 acres, with 10,430 lying in Hall County and 870 acres located in White County (7.7% of the watershed).  In the State of Georgia this qualifies as a small 
water supply watershed  - less than 100 square miles.  Attached are maps identifying the watershed boundary acreage within both Hall and White Counties, and 
the area for both the Inner Management Zone and Outer Management Zone in the watershed.  The land use acreage for the portion of the watershed White 
County is identified in the table below:Land Use Type Total Parcels Total AcresAgriculture 66 172.000Recreation 1 102.000Commercial 12 33.000Multi-Family 1 
1.000Manufactured Home 47 85.000Public Institutional 3 10.000Single Family 159 467.000Total 289 870.000(Recreation is golf course open to the public) 
This portion of White County is also part of the service delivery area for the White County Water Authority providing public water for residential and commercial 
uses in the community.  In addition, the White County Water Authority provides water service to a small number of customers in Hall County.  Drinking water 
sources in White County include the Turner Creek Reservoir located in the northwestern portion of the county and from deep well systems developed by the City 
of Cleveland and the City of Helen.  Currently, the majority of White County residences obtain their drinking water from private wells. White County has adopted 
water supply watershed rules that protect the drinking water for the Turner Creek Reservoir and another drinking water intake located on the Soque River in 
neighboring Habersham County.  In addition, White County has adopted six other environmental protection ordinances managing development impacts on the 
quality of the environment.  At the current time, Hall County has not contacted White County concerning our county's role in the project and the impact(s) that 
the Glade Reservoir project could have on White County.   It is not clear what rules will be mandated upon White County, if any, in the protection of the water for 
this type of facility.  However, we know that there will most likely be some type of regulations required within the watershed in order to protect the drinking 
water source.   By virtue of the actions that White County may have to act upon, some questions and issues have surfaced to which we would like to comment on, 
and hope to receive some answers.First, White County supports Hall County's right to develop their own drinking water resources in order to address their 
projected growth needs.  Their long term planning efforts are to be applauded.  However, since a portion of the watershed is located within White County, and 
White County will most likely be required to protect the drinking water reservoir, will our county have a vested right and allocation to use this source to address 
our future growth needs as well? Secondly, in the development of this facility, White County would like to know if this will have an impact on the planning and 
development of our own future drinking water sources in order to address the demands of future growth in our community.  It is important to note that while we 
anticipate a continued high rate of growth in our community much of the county is currently transitioning from the use of private wells to water services provided 
by public systems.  Therefore the need for planning and developing additional drinking water sources for the next thirty to fifty years within our county is a high 
priority.  We hope that the development of drinking water sources in other communities downstream, such as Hall County, will not overshadow our community's 
immediate and long-term needs. Finally, White County is a member of the Coosa-North Georgia Water Planning District.  We are currently working with the State 
of Georgia and water district members in the development of a water plan that will responsibly meet the needs of our future growth.  This plan will address such 
issues as the development of future water resources, water conservation and contingency planning, wastewater needs and water quality protection.  Realizing 
this, White County respectfully requests the ability to reserve the right to plan and to develop its own water resources in order to meet its own future demand.  
We seek to be assured that adequate drinking water allocations will be considered, reserved and granted to our community, for future use, particularly as other 
facilities are proposed and developed further downstream in the Chattahoochee River basin and have a direct impact on the management of growth within our 
county. If you have questions or concerns regarding these comments, please feel free to contact me at (706) 865-6768 or by email at tobryant@whitecounty.net. 
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63 The Glades project is absolutely not needed. Any reasonable person should see the folly of a scheme to place a dam within a few hundred yards of Lake Lanier and 
to pump water out of the Chattahoochee just before it would enter the lake and pump it to another watershed. This is all water that would have been in Lake 
Lanier in a matter of minutes, where withdrawal and distribution infrastructure is already in place. Since the Glades Reservoir itself would only provide a fraction 
of the proposed allocation, and then only during periods of low flows, the project should be more accurately renamed something like "Chattahoochee to Oconee 
Interbasin Transfer and Consultant Enrichment Project".The EIS should examine the population projections that the applicant relied upon to determine 2060 
water needs. As reported in the March 1, 2012 Atlanta Journal-Constitution, page A-12, the Atlanta Regional Commission is revising their projections for the ten 
county metro area after seeing growth rates drop by two-thirds during the past three years, and they envision much flatter growth rates for the foreseeable 
future. The Applicant most likely relied on these or other equally faulty assumptions.Since the project's ultimate water distribution plans (which were not detailed 
in the proposal) are entirely dependent on use of the Cedar Creek Reservoir controlled by the City of Gainesville, and the city is not in support of the proposal, the 
applicant should be required to provide a detailed analysis, including costs projections, of how water will be treated and distributed.  Since over 90 percent on the 
water allocation sought in the Applicant's proposal is dependent on the support of the City of Gainesville and Cedar Creek Reservoir, the application should be 
denied now rather than allowing more taxpayer dollars to be spent in review of the proposal. The history of the Glades project should be closely reviewed to 
understand how what started as a local government funded amenity lake for a private development, an expense justified to the public as a water supply, has 
developed a life of its own and grown into the present proposal. My understanding is that the County agreed on operational restrictions on water use. A "Short 
Form Intergovernmental Agreement"  dated 12/15/2000 between Hall County and the Gainesville And Hall County Development Authority, concerning the 765 
acre reservoir property, is recorded in Book 3935, Page 3-5, in the Hall County deed records. Development authorities serve as intermediaries on projects in part 
to shield details from the public, ie the short form filing. The EIS should require a complete public disclosure and review of any existing agreements the applicant 
may have made concerning Glades Reservoir, including the full intergovernmental agreement referenced above. Did the applicant's subsequent purchase of the 
lake site negate those agreements? Are there other side agreements that should be disclosed and considered in the EIS?The "meeting highlights" from the recent 
January 26, 2012 Hall County Board of Commissioners meeting states the following in a list of consent agenda items: "Extension Letter of Intent between Hall 
County and Glade Farm, LLC to allow for further negotiation and development of information needed to address items originally agreed upon." Apparently other 
agreements do exist and should be revealed in full. How will they impact the project? 

4/17/2012 20:10 Property Owner citizen and tax 
payer 

64 If not immediately declined for other reasons, the Applicant should be required to update and revise the proposal in light of the the Magnuson ruling being 
overturned. The goal of our elected officials should be working to obtain authorizations for water withdrawals from Lake Lanier based on real needs.  Additional 
allocations from Lake Lanier was not presented as an alternative, presumably since US congressional action would be required.  This is the most sensible, cost 
effective, and environmentally sound alternative (after conservation).  A plan to make it happen should be detailed in the proposal.  The two reservoir alternatives 
presented would also have facedhurdles.  Could this Lanier omission be because consultants and engineers make money building reservoirs, not watch a lake level 
rise.Considering the much smaller initial proposal for 6.2mgd from Glades Reservoir to meet 2060 needs for portions of Hall County, also likely based of flawed 
assumptions, an increased effort should be placed on conservation to meet water needs, and a decreased effort on promoting subsidized population growth.  We 
need to focus on sustainable economic growth strategies that do not require population growth.  The applicant's misguided zeal to be in the water business 
promoting growth in other counties will put Hall County residents at great risk financially.  One only needs to look at the cost overruns and other problems with 
other reservoir projects around the state, often developed by the same consultant involved in the Glades project.Often projects like this are allowed to proceed 
and then the mitigation of the environmental damage is neglected. The proposal should include a more complete plan for mitigation, including a detailed listing of 
suitable banked mitigation projects that are available. There should be oversight and follow-up to ascertain that the mitigation goals are achieved, and there 
should be full disclosure to the public as to who benefits financially from the mitigation arrangements.The applicant should offer construction details on the 
proposed pipe line crossing the Chattahoochee River at the pump station. The project will have lasting negative impacts on a river that was recently recognized by 
the US Dept of Interior as the first National Water Trail in the country. Recreation on the river, with the economic boost it brings, is increasingly important.  Three 
new state parks on the headwaters section, including Don Carter on Lanier near the Glades Reservoir, are listed amoung the access points for the new Upper 
Chattahoochee Blueway trail.  The last thing people enjoying the river want to see and hear is an unnecessary pump station and large pipe crossing the river, not 
to mention having to deal with the low flows the operation would bring. 

4/17/2012 20:10 Property Owner citizen and tax 
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65 Finally, because I believe one cannot overstate the role of the revolving door government officials and other consultants that are promoting these water schemes 
to the state local governments, I would like for the record to include the following complete text of the following AJC newspaper column on the subject. My hope 
is that the various government agencies that review the project will not be unduly swayed by the influence of these consultants or the many political pressures 
that will be applied. 
---------  
Consultant's power raises questions 
By Chris Joyner 
The Atlanta Journal-Constitution 
3:06 p.m. Saturday, June 4, 2011 
The state of Georgia is preparing to invest $300 million during the next four years to jump-start new reservoir development, a complicated, expensive and 
debatable method to address the metro area's long-term water needs. 
At the center of most of these projects is one man - a lawyer in Covington who commands top dollar from local governments as their reservoir consultant. 
William Thomas "Tommy" Craig has assembled a cadre of experts-for-hire to lock up most of the consulting business and collects millions of dollars from county 
commissions and city councils by hacking through the thicket of federal and state regulations that stand between them and the prize - a reservoir that may be the 
most expensive investment these governments have ever made. 
"I've got different people for different endangered species," Craig said of his team. "I've got people who do cultural resources. I've got people that do wetlands 
and streams. I've got people that do the engineering. This is a highly specific kind of thing. It's a small universe of people who can do this work well." 
Some believe that consultants wield too much influence over the management of Georgia's water resources, pushing local officials toward more expensive and 
environmentally damaging reservoirs rather than making full use of existing water sources. 
"There are consultants who, in essence, say to their clients, 'Look, I don't think we have to follow these rules. I will lobby, cajole, arm-twist, whatever,'" said Sandy 
Tucker, state field supervisor for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, one of several government regulators who has a hand in deciding whether to permit reservoir 
projects in the state. 
That approach ends up costing more time and money for local governments, she said. 
Three small cities in south Fulton County have paid Craig $1.5 million since 2005 to help them create the Bear Creek Reservoir, and they continue to pay him an 
average of more than $25,000 per month, records show. He also is on retainer of $22,500 a month with Hall County to help bring about the massive Glades 
reservoir project there.Cities and counties turn to him, Craig said, because he gets results."I have, in my career, taken over 10 water supply projects at the request 
of local governments who had other consultants and had spent millions of dollars and achieved no results," he said.One of those is Bear Creek in south 
Fulton.Fairburn, Palmetto and Union City combined have about 34,000 people to share the estimated $100 million cost of the reservoir. To finance Bear Creek, 
the South Fulton Water and Sewer Authority issued $42 million in bonds in 2003, and local taxpayers will pay $2.2 million on the debt this year.Typical of such 
projects, the Bear Creek Reservoir is still years away from producing its first drop of water and more debt will be incurred before it is done.John Miller, mayor of 
Palmetto and chairman of the South Fulton Water and Sewer Authority, said Craig and his team have been worth the expense."Tommy Craig's group, if you are 
building this type of reservoir, is critical," he said. "This project spun its wheels for a couple of years because [the authority] didn't have the unique expertise to 
make to happen."Building a teamCraig's services often come as part of a package with those of Joe Tanner & Associates, a firm that brings political heft and an 
insider's knowledge of the regulatory system to projects. Tanner is a former commissioner of the state Department of Natural Resources whose team includes 
Harold Reheis, former head of the state Environmental Protection Division.The firm contributed $350,000 to dozens of political campaigns since 2003, most of 
them for state and legislative races, according to records reviewed by The Atlanta Journal-Constitution. For example, Tanner's firm contributed $12,825 to the 
campaign of Gov. Nathan Deal last year; the governor-elect named Tanner to his transition team.Tanner said he and his associates mostly contribute their 
knowledge and expertise from decades of government service, an approach that has made them very much in demand."There is nothing wrong with carving out a 
niche for ourselves in business,"Reheis said in a phone interview with the AJC last week. "That's part of the American system. It doesn't mean there is anything 
wrong with the system."Environmentalists often oppose reservoir construction, saying there are cheaper, less intrusive ways to provide water. Many are critical of 
Craig, Tanner and their work precisely because they hold the reins of so many projects in development. 
"This team not only has a near monopoly on the business, they seem to have a lock on the facts and information on Georgia's water crisis," said Sally Bethea, 
executive director of the Upper Chattahoochee Riverkeeper. "They put this information forward as the gospel, and they are believed by elected officials and 
everybody else."Craig portrays the criticism of his environmental foes as a "casual and irresponsible" approach to the complicated problem of watering a growing 
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region."The environmental community thinks that conservation is the total answer to the water supply answer," he said. "It is not the ultimate answer. I'd be glad 
to debate that publicly."On regional water boardLt. Gov. Casey Cagle named Craig to the board of the Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning District in 2007, 
and Craig served on Cagle's re-election steering committee for the 2010 campaign. Ben Fry, Cagle's spokesman, called Craig an obvious choice for the 
board."Tommy Craig is one of the leading experts in the state when it comes to water policy,"Fry said.He said Craig has shown "impeccable integrity" in abstaining 
from votes directly affecting his own projects.In its water supply management plan, the Metropolitan North Georgia water district voiced support for six reservoir 
projects, which it says are â€œof critical importanceâ€� to the region. Craig is a consultant on three of them, but he said he has never used his position on the 
board to influence policy.Craig said he is on the board to "help them avoid mistakes and pitfalls," but some worry that Craig's involvement with so many water 
projects make him a poor fit on the board."That's troublesome to me," said Rep. Debbie Buckner, a Democrat from the Columbus area. "He could influence policy 
to meet the needs of his customers."Jenny Hoffner, director of water supply for the conservation group American Rivers, said Craig's role with the water policy 
board is a byproduct of a system that favors expensive and time-consuming reservoirs over other efforts."There is a very strong voice for reservoirs in our state," 
Hoffner said. "There clearly is a constituency in this state that stands to benefit from the building - or just the planning of - these reservoirs. The planning can take, 
in the best case scenarios, eight years."$300 million investmentEarlier this year, Deal pledged $300 million in state money during the next four years to promote 
work on new reservoirs to give the state enough water to meet projected growth for decades to come.With the governor signaling his desire to get new reservoir 
projects moving, environmentalists fear the influence of these top consultants will continue to grow. 
"I don't think it's illegal," said Bethea of the Upper Chattahoochee Riverkeeper. "It's just the state or somebody who is the parent here should not be allowing 
these things."Craig counters that the process is governed by population growth. Local governments need to be able to provide water for current and future 
residents and businesses, while areas that do not grow will not need them."That's the safeguard you have got from the environmental standpoint," he said. "If you 
don't have ratepayers, present and future, lined up, then these projects are unaffordable no matter how much state assistance you get."'It decreased our 
leverage'In 2009, officials in Hall County decided to greatly expand the planned Glades reservoir and sell the excess water to neighboring counties."In hindsight, I 
can't say that it was the best idea, especially if we don't have the funding to get it done," said Commissioner Ashley Bell, who was not on the commission at the 
time the decision was made.Bell, a critic of the cost of the $350 million reservoir project, believes Glades is needed to ensure Hall County's future. But he is 
worried both about the scope of the project and about the millions in fees the county has paid to consultants who never competed to get their contracts.The 
contractors include Craig, Tanner and national engineering firm AECOM.To expand the project, Hall County paid $4 million to buy out the family that owned the 
reservoir land, much of which reimbursed the family for what it already had paid Craig and his team. Since then, another $1.8 million has gone to the consultants, 
and the project is years away from a drinkable drop of water.In January, Bell invited representatives from a law firm that competes with Craig for reservoir 
business to speak to the commission."I understand that Tommy Craig has had a lock on reservoirs in this state," Bell said. "I wasn't comfortable with the fact of 
dealing with someone who considered himself the only option. It decreased our leverage with him."After the presentation by the competing firm, Craig warned 
the commission that firing him would be a "terrible mistake." It would not only cost the county his services but those of Tanner, Reheis and the other firms as well. 
He did agree to a 10 percent cut to his $25,000-per-month fee.But Bell said the episode underscores a problem facing local governments going forward."When 
you have a small group of people who are the only ones to go to in this area, it puts small governments at a disadvantage," he said. "He says, 'If I go, they go. If you 
fire me, nobody is staying.' It puts us at a disadvantage."Find this article at:http://www.ajc.com/news/georgia-politics-elections/consultants-power-raises-
questions-967216.html 
Thank you for considering my comments. 

66 Water is the life blood of quality of life issues and necessary for econonomic growth ( jobs ). Without water all the rest are unnecessary. The Glades project 
ensures water for the people of several counties in northeast Georgia. this project is needed, it is logical and affordable. This is a must do project for the future. 
Request approval. 
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2 Viktor Cheban - GSC Student 

3 885 James Path Court, Lawrenceville , GA 30044 
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5 One of the main concerns I have about this is that 

6 is for them to control the amount of damage t hey do 

7 to the environment because I know that there is going to 

8 be a lot of adverse effects from creating these wetlands 

9 and from flooding this area. I just want to make sure 

10 they get all of the -- I guess, t hey do a lot of 

11 resea rch on the ecology and see how it effects that area 

12 and how it will affect the surrounding areas as far as 

13 wetlands. 
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But I do agree with this. I do agree with t his 

idea. I feel like it ' s probably the best in Hall 

County ' s interest and surrounding counties as well 

because it would take pressure off Lake Lanier and make 

the price of water go down as well. So I think t hat it 

would be mutually efficient on everybody. So I agree 

with it. I just want to make sure they take -- they 

take whatever they need to take as far as research goes 

on what they need to do on how -- on t he extent of the 

damage that ' s going to be done. I want to make sure 

that they can minimize t ha t damage. 
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My concern for this is that the Chattahoochee 

River, I don't think, has the capacity to do what they 

want to do with another reservoir there, especially one 

this size. The City of Gainesville and Hall County 

already have Cedar Creek, which is nowhere near 

capacity, and they could simply work with that one 

before they look at another one. 

If you go at the headwaters of the Chattahoochee up 

around Helen, there ' s very limited water available 

there. If they're going to do anything with capacity , 

they already have a large reservoir they can use and 

that 's called Lake Lanier . I live on the Chestatee 

River. The Chestatee River and the Chattahoochee River , 

the two main feeders into Lake Lanier, are near capacity 

now with their ability to keep up with the demands. So 

simply by raising Lake Lanier a foot or so, we could 

meet the demands of Atlanta. 

And as far as the future demands, they should go up 

to a place like Tallulah Falls and look at putting a 

reservoir in there. Then they could do something with 

generating additional power. And that could satisfy the 

needs not only of North Georgia, but it could also meet 

the needs of South Carolina. 
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The other area where they could go and look for 

water is over at the Tennessee River. That already has 

capacity. As a matter of fact, they have floods there 

on occasion. So they should make a reservoir up in that 

area , and that will take care of places like Alabama 

where the demands are. 

If we don ' t do something to resolve this water 

issue, we ' re going to continue in the courts. And the 

only people that benefit from that are the legal firms, 

and the taxpayers continue to pay. I , one time , was an 

elected official up in western New York on the Oneida 

River . And one of my favorite speeches up ther e when I 

talked about trying to get people to move in that 

particular area was that, "They'll be back here for the 

water . '' Well, the time for the arguing over the water 

has started. And unless we can work in a cooperative 

manner, we ' re going to have nothing but continued issues 

here. 

So again , the issues I brought up are alternat ives 

to bui lding this reservoir , which has gone on now and 

spent millions of dollars . And the resolution of this 

and how it ' s finished off is just year s away . 

So I just hope that they consider alternatives to 

this again , Ta l lulah Falls and tapping into the water 

that ' s available and making a reservoir up along the 



1 Tennessee area as another reservoir. I thank you. 
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3 David Johnson - Concerned Hall County Resident 

4 djandbj@charter.net 

5 As I understand this reservoir, the water is going 

6 to -- the permit is given by the Corps of Engineers. 
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And the use of it, the way I understand it , is to be 

used for Hall County residents. But at some point, 

depending on the levels of the Chattahoochee River, some 

of the water must go back into the river. Somebody is 

making the decision on that outside of Hall County, but 

Hall County is paying for the project. And Georgia 

residents have restrictions placed upon us on water 

usage, like on our lawns and that sort of thing . But 

they don ' t have that down rive r in Alabama and I don ' t 

believe in Florida, either, but it ' s our water. We're 

paying for the project. That needs to be taken into 

careful consideration at the beginning. 

20 Timothy E. Haynes - Property Owners Joining Glade Property 

21 P. 0. Box 373, Lula, GA 30554 

22 Haynes218@bellsouth . net 

23 My name is Tim Haynes, and my family owns property 

24 that adjoins the lake property on 365 and Belton Bridge 

25 Road . 
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And as to Alternative One , we have questions as to 

the acquisition of the pipeline property, how much 

they ' re expecting to take or need , when that process 

would begin. And on Alternative Number Two, what the 

possibility of that actually happening. Because if they 

were to go with Alternative Number Two, then we would 

actually have property that both -- that would be 

affected on two different property lines that would 

actually be covered by water . 

6 

11 Olivia Gaz away - Landowner on 365 along or near pipeline 

12 P. 0 . Box 1484, Flowery Branch, GA 30542 

13 lgaz@charter . net and tina@tinaporter.com 

14 My name is Olivia Gazaway . And myself and my 

15 partner, Tina Porter, we own property along the route of 

16 Highway 365 that is at the corner of Athens Street and 

17 365. 

18 And our comment at this point is just to make it 

19 known that we do own that property. And as I 

20 understand, there is a potential that the pipeline could 

21 go to either side of 365. So we just wanted to make it 

22 known that we own that property and that we do have some 

23 concerns there , and we will comment additional later . 

24 

25 
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1 Lynn Eve ritt - taxpayer 

2 P. 0 . Box 3784 , Flowery Branch, GA 30542 

3 lynneveritt@hotmail.com 
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My biggest concern is the waste of taxpayers ' 

funding. For the pump stations to get down to Cedar, 

they ' re going through -- to try to avoid federal land, 

you ' re making the project 100 times more expensive. 

Number Two , the public has not been given any figures on 

what the pump stations and piping would cost. And the 

one estimate I could find was over a billion dollars . 

And Number Three , our county has just recently gone in 

debt 3 , 000 times the level that we ' ve ever seen in our 

history . We cannot afford this . And Number Four, my 

commissioner said it was it an economic development 

project for a place to put housing and golf courses . If 

that ' s true, just be honest about that and that you're 

not going to ever use this for water because we can ' t 

afford it . The cost is prohibitive . And just say, 

"We ' re building a lake. Y' all are paying for i t. We ' re 

going to put houses on it ." 

So the lack of information, it ' s borderline fraud, 

actually. I came tonight and didn't learn anything that 

I didn ' t know. And this is propaganda for the people 

that are getting the money to do the studies. So far as 

the taxpayer , you know, you ' re kind of showing us that 
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they ' re going to get all this , but it 's not t rue because 

you haven ' t told the taxpayers the true cost of putting 

in pipes and the pumping stations . Thanks. 

5 Mar k Cri s p - Global Energy & Water Consulting, LLC 

6 4539 Woodvalley Drive, Acworth, GA 30101 

8 

7 (404) 395-1255 

8 Mark.Crisp@globalewc . com 

9 The first question is, it appears from the project 

10 overview that the toe of the dam and the toe of t he 

11 emergency spillway encroaches on Corps of Engineers 

12 property boundaries up to thei r 1085 flood control 
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elevation. Has that been analyzed and has the Corps 

provided their agreement to -- in some way, form or 

fashion, to transfer ownership or responsibility of that 

piece of property to either Hall County or City of 

Gainesville? 

The second question is, that has -- if that toe of 

the dam does encroach on the flood control elevation, 

have you calculated the amount of flood storage that has 

been reduced by having that project encroach on t he 

Corps flood control pool? 

The third question -- I was just informed that the 

Cedar Creek Reservoir has actually not been completed in 

terms of the buildout of the pumping stations and the 
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infrastructure necessary to support water supply . When 

is that scheduled to be done relative to the 

construction of Glades Reservoir? And will the 

4 construction of Glades or the permitting of the Glades 

5 be upheld until Cedar Creek is complete or if there's 

6 some financial commitment that Cedar Creek would be 

7 completed? There just seems to be a break in the 

8 linkage between Glades Reservoir and Cedar Creek if 

9 they ' re all not functioning as the plan that has been 

10 devised says it's supposed to be . 

11 If the Cedar Creek Reservoir , again, is still not 

12 fully functional according to the overall plan and 

13 Glades is allowed to construct , I'm assuming it will be 

14 a three- or four-year construction timeframe . Is it a 

9 

15 requirement of this permit that Cedar Creek be completed 

16 prior to the completion of Glades? Or is there any 

17 linkage at all between Glades and Cedar Creek in terms 

18 of the completion requirements in order to fulfill the 

19 design criteria that's established for this permit? 

20 

21 George Taylor 

22 It ' s my understanding that the existing Cedar Creek 

23 Reservoir pump station is not being used currently for 

24 water supply . How many years into the future will the 

25 existing Cedar Creek Reservoir supply water for Hall 



Please see Attachment A for Roger Nott's requested amendment to his
comment

10 

1 County and Gainesville once the need is established? 

2 And therefore , how many years in the future will it be 

3 before the Glades Reservoir is really needed for water 

4 supply since the current Cedar Creek Reservoir is not 

5 even being used? 

6 

7 Roger Nott - Georgia Canoeing Association 

8 P . 0. Box 2321 , Gainesville, GA 30503 

9 rogernott@att . net 

10 Of course, one of the big things the Georgia 

11 Canoeing Association is concerned with is the 

12 preservation of wild streams . And this four miles of 

13 Flat Creek and its feeders is a wild natural area . It ' s 

14 quite beautiful . In addition to the 120-foot waterfall 

15 right below Highway 52 that people know about that ' s 

16 called Glade Shoals, there ' s another one on there that's 

17 a sliding waterfall of about 30-35 feet . It ' s also very 

18 beautiful -- and lots of rapids. 

19 The stream is on the National Database of American 

20 Whitewater and is one that is canoed and kayaked some 

21 not a tremendous amount, but it ' s a lovely stream that 

22 
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24 
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is about four miles . I've canoed it twice . 

And one of the things that -- it ' s lovely . There's 

a lot of wildlife in there . And if we were to destroy 

or permanently alter the stream, you ' d want to do it for 
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some strong public reason . We ' re not against reservoirs 

because they are necessary . This particular reservoir , 

though , doesn ' t have much to recommend it , other than 

from the point of view of Hall County getting control 

over some water . And the question is whether or not 

that's needed. 

As a Hall County resident , on the one hand , it 

would be nice to make sure that we had access to plenty 

of water in the future where , you know , other 

municipalities and counties might not have access to it . 

But it would be at a considerable price . I would 

anticipate that since t he project is very expensive and 

will probably be at least twice the almost $400 , 000 , 000 

that they anticipate . The question is , is that expense 

worth it? 

And one of the problems with this plan is , 

basically , it doesn ' t create any new water at all . It 

basically redistributes water that would otherwise flow 

unimpeded, unmolested through natural property into Lake 

Lanier . I ' ve even heard it argued that there may be 

less water. One of the arguments is t hat the water 

would seek into the water table and with a larger amount 

of lake surface, some of it would evaporate . I don ' t 

know whether that ' s really true . But basically , you ' re 

not adding any water. You ' re lowering Lake Lanier by 
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putting water somewhere else. 

I don ' t really like that idea . 

12 

I live on Lake Lanier , so 

I spend enough time as 

it is moving my dock . But I realize that because of our 

cyclical rainfall that the Lake has to go up and down . 

The plan , it was understandable to me , that Hall 

County would explore this option after Judge Magnuson ' s 

ruling . However, since the 11th Circuit has overruled 

that and basically said the legislation that enabled 

construction of Lake Lanier -- I think it's the Rivers 

and Harbors Act -- something like that -- basically 

permitted and envisioned Lake Lanier being used for 

water supply. And the report specifically noted that as 

the area grew , it was anticipated that more and more of 

Lake Lanier would be diverted for water supply . 

What really needs to happen is there needs to be an 

equitable formula for the distribution of the water in 

Lake Lanier that considers everyone ' s needs . Now , 

that ' s easier said than done . And I understand where 

Hall County wouldn ' t necessarily trust someone else ' s 

decision. But all of this water presently flows by the 

Gainesville City water tanks for free . Why would we 

want to spend $800 million dollars for it? And the only 

way that the -- a water supply is a monopoly . The only 

way they could recoup it, by increasing rates, so it ' s 

-- there 's no winners . 
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The County Commissioners have bragged how if they 

get all of this water , they ' re going to be able to sell 

it at high rates to a thirsty Forsyth County and Cobb 

County and DeKalb County and recoup their expense by 

13 

selling down there. This is not the basic problem is 

that taxpayers are going to have to pay for it 

eventually . And looking at all taxpayers as a group , 

the most efficient , economical way of accessing this 

water is direct l y from Lake Lanier and from releases 

from Lake Lanier . This would only be true -- it would 

only not be true if Lake Lanier had insufficient storage 

space for water , but that ' s not the case . 

In 20 years, the Corps has never had to release 

water from Lake Lanier because it was too high . Most of 

the time , it ' s way below the normal level . This extra 

storage space is not needed. And as a matter of fact , 

with the usage of water , every year , it becomes less 

needed . It only is needed in the sense that it gives 

one governmental unit control over a resource that I 

think is disproportional to its needs , you know , 

especially immediate needs because they ' re talking about 

selling the water to other people . 

We certainly don ' t need the water now . It would 

certainly be premature for Hall County to even want to . 

But to be approved to make a long- term agreement to take 
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this type of -- this amount of water out of the 

Chattahoochee River and damming -- most of it comes from 

the Chattahoochee . A small amount would come from Flat 

Creek. When we haven ' t seen what the Corps will come up 

in terms of a water supply plan that's been mandated by 

the 11th Circuit . 

Of course , another consideration will be -- it ' s 

unlikely that the Supreme Court will take this case in 

review . But if they do , then that situation may change 

what is politically needed for the region . If for some 

reason Hall County and Gainesville is denied access to 

the waters of Lake Lanier, then perhaps, extraordinary 

expenses , such as thi s project envisioned could be 

justified. But at the present time , it ' s not . I know 

it was filed before the 11th Circuit decision was made . 

And there is no -- I mean, it just doesn ' t make sense . 

It also sets a bad precedent . Lake Lanier is a 

perfectly adequate reservoir for the amount of rain that 

we have in North Georgia . We would love for it not to 

be adequate. But unfortunately, the h i story of the last 

20 years has shown that it is . You know, maybe in 100 

years , if it all is silted up , it might not be . But 

even even siltation of Lake Lanier in the long run is 

less of a problem than siltation would be on one of 

these small side streams . 
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One of the aspects of Flat Creek is that it's very 

impaired in terms of runoff. Most of the watershed area 

upstream of Glade Shoals - - upstream of the intended 

reservoir -- is pastureland . It ' s cleared forestland . 

Consequently , whenever it rains heavily, a tremendous 

amount of sediment is washed into the creek . Presently, 

the sediment all ends up in Lake Lanier . And the mud 

flats at the confluence of Flat Creek and the 

Chattahoochee are the largest that I know of on Lake 

Lanier . There's a massive amount of sediment there . 

Now , if Flat Creek were impounded , this would all settle 

at the bottom of the reservoir , and it would be very 

hard to dredge it . Where it is now , it ' s comparatively 

easy because it ' s in a big flat valley . It would be 

expensive , but the Corps has sanctioned dredging . 

And there are -- there is some positive benefits of 

it in the sense that you get , you know, soil and 

sediment that has other uses . But the economical way to 

- - you know , assuming that we're not going to change the 

headwaters characteristic of Flat Creek , the economical 

way of dealing with the sediment would be to dredge it 

from Lake Lanier , from the flats there not to empty 

the reservoir and have to dredge from there . 

It is - - another aspect is it sets a bad precedent . 

If Hall County is allowed to take massive amounts of 
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water out of the Chattahoochee , why not Baldwin and 

Cornelia? Why shouldn ' t they bui ld large reservoirs ? 

16 

It only makes sense if we need more storage space . If , 

in fact, we ' re having to flush massive amounts of 

floodwaters down into the Gulf , then , yes , we need 

additional storage space . But there ' s no general public 

need for this . Matter of fact , i t ' s destructive . 

You know , I highly value t he natural stream area . 

I know a lot of people aren ' t fami liar with it . But if 

they were , they would appreciate i t . Th is would be a 

wonderful area for hiking , for b i king . It ' s a beautiful 

natur al area . And even if the public i s not going to 

have access to the area , it has a great value as green 

space , you know , which is destroyed under the present 

plan . 

It ' s hard to find anything positive in the program 

other than giving one governmental entity an unfair 

a dvantage to t he water in Lake Lanier over another 

governmen tal entity . It is talked about that the lake 

wou ld be of benefit in enhancing the value of the shore 

area -- you know , that it could be developed into high 

income residential l a n d . At p r esent , we ' ve got a whole 

lot more land availabl e t han the abili t y of t he public 

to purchase it . 

If you operate the reservoi r where there i s -- it ' s 
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kept full , then that will enhance the value of the land, 

with the negative consideration that it's going to be a 

muddy lake , at least as far as the water that comes from 

Flat Creek and water that is pumped there at high water 

of the Chattahoochee, which is also quite impounded . 

The more that the Lake -- the reservoir is kept at a 

stable level , the more value it creates for the adjacent 

land , but the less value it has as a water storage 

facility . So if it ' s a water storage facility, it 

should be empty a lot of the time . But the plan is not 

for it to be empty . 

I have just been told that the variation that is 

anticipated is 50 feet . A reservoir that varies 50 feet 

of mud banks is not going to be very sightly . In my 

opinion, the natural area, the farmland , the creek is 

more desirable scenically and residentially than a muddy 

reservoir that varies 50 feet . 



C E R T I F I C A T E 

STATE OF GEORGIA ) 

COUNTY OF GWINNETT ) 

I , Carolyn S . Long , Cert i fied Court Reporter, do 

hereby certify that t he foregoing transcript is a t r ue and 

correct record of t he test imony given by the witn esses and 

t hat I am not financially or otherwise interested i n t he 

o u tcome of said action . 

Th is 2 nd day of April , 2012 . 

CAR~ LONG, R- B- 1556 
Certified Court Reporter 

18 



From: Roger Nott [mailto:rogernott@att.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 25, 2012 11:10 PM 
To: Morgan, Richard W SAS 
Subject: Re: Glades EIS - USACE External Correspondence- Scoping Comments 
(UNCLASSIFIED) 
 
Thank you Mr. Morgan.  It took me awhile to find a computer which could read your 
attachment, as I am traveling.  My remarks, as transcribed mostly are 
understandable, but I would like to make some edits, sometimes when I start a 
sentence one way and then change my mind.  Here are some desired edits: 
 
p. 10 line 8 - My address is P.O. Box 2324. 
p. 10 line 18 should read: "...beautiful, and Flat Creek also has lots of other 
nice rapids. 
P. 10 line 23 - eliminate "And one of the things that --" and begin the line: 
"It's lovely." 
 
p. 11 line 7 - change to: "As a Hall County resident, I agree it would be 
nice..." 
p. 11 line 9 - change to "in the future when there might be insufficient water to 
fully meet the needs of other municipalities and counties.  But it would be..." 
p. 11 line 14 change to "....anticipate, the question will be, "Is that expense 
worth it?" 
p. 11 line 22 - change "seek" to "seep." 
p. 11 line 23 - change to "...surface, more impounded water would evaporate." 
p. 11 line 25 -  change "...adding any water to the supply that is already 
available without additional expense directly from Lake Lanier.  You're 
lowering..." 
 
p. 12, line 5 - begin paragraph: "I understand Hall County wanting to develop 
this plan when Judge Magnuson's ruling severely threatened Hall County's water 
supply, as provided by the City of Gainesville.  However..." 
p. 12, line 12 - change to "And the act specifically..." 
 
p. 12, line 21 - change to "City water intakes, through which Hall County 
currently receives all it water, for free." 
p. 12 line 22 - change to "...for it? And the only way Hall County could recoup 
this expense is by increasing rates.  The taxpayers and water users would be 
greatly hurt." (end of paragraph) 
 
p. 13, line 5-7- change to "...selling a large portion of the water to downstream 
governmental entities.  This is not fair to those entities.  The basic problem is 
that taxpayers somewhere are going to have pay higher rates to meet the very 
high, unnecessary expense of this project. And looking..." 
p. 13 line 10 - change to: "from Lake Lanier into the Chattahoochee River." and 
end the paragraph. 
p. 13 line 10 - begin the next paragraph: "Building the Glades project would only 
be justifiable if Lake Lanier had insufficient storage space for the water which 
flows into it.  But that is not the case.  In the last 20 years the Corps..." 
p. 13 line 17 - change to "....with current Lake Lanier water users' withdrawals 
increasing every year, additional storage space for the water available to Lake 
Lanier becomes less needed.  The Glades reservoir is needed only in the sense..." 

A



p. 13 line 25ff - begin line: "It is not in the general public interest for Hall 
County to be approved to divert this amount of water from Lake Lanier when we 
haven't seen what the Corps...11th Circuit." 
 
p. 14 line - change to "...consideration will be future judicial rulings.  It's 
unlikely..." 
p. 14 line 11 - change to "Gainesville are denied..." 
p. 14 line 14-16 - change to "...present time they are not.  I know the Glades 
permit request was filed...decision was made.  However, in light of that 
decision, the Glades plan doesn't make sense." 
p. 14 line - eliminate the first sentence.  (I'll use it later.) p. 14 line 22 - 
change to: "...years, if Lanier is all silted up, additional storage space may be 
needed.  But even siltation of..." 
 
p. 15 lines 16-23 - Shorten to "Dredged material can be sold. But it would be 
cheaper to dredge at the confluence or Flat Creek and Lake Lanier when Lanier is 
low than to have to empty Glades reservoir to dredge."  (end of paragraph) p. 15 
line 24 - Change to "Allowing Hall County to divert water from Lake Lanier sets a 
bad precedent." 
 
p. 16 line 3 - change to "Authorizing new reservoirs upstream of Lake Lanier 
would only make sense if Lanier had inadequate storage space." 
p. 16 line 7 - eliminate sentence beginning "Matter of fact". 
p. 16 line - change to: "It is asserted that the Glades reservoir would enhance 
the value of the land around it, which might be developed..." 
p. 16 line 25 - change to: "If the reservoir were kept full, then that would..." 
 
p. 17 line 5 - change "impounded" to "impaired with erosive material." 
p. 17 line 6 - eliminate "the Lake --". 
 
Thank you very much for you indulgence and help.  I'll refrain from making 
further comments, though I could make many, not the least of which would talk 
about the expensive and destructive pipelines envisioned, Hall County's selling 
control of Cedar Creek reservoir to Gainesville, inter-basin transfers, and 
unsightly intakes on a State canoe trail. 
 
With good wishes, 
Roger E. Nott 
P. O. Box 2324 
Gainesville, GA 30503-2324 
678-316-4935 
rogernott@att.net 
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1 * * * 

2 MR. PIERCE : I ' m her e representing the Board 

3 of County Commissioners. And I have provided a 

4 written statement to the people out front , but I 

5 want to add to that, this statement. 

6 After reviewing the drafts and information 

7 you have available here , I want to take make sure 

8 that -- the board is concerned with water flows in 

9 the river, in the Chat tahoochee River , and we would 

10 request the Corp examine, or ask the applicant, 

11 which I guess is Hall County , to examine ground 

12 water supply . We are opposed to more water being 

13 pulled out of the Chattahoochee River , and we feel 

14 l i ke the re ought to be other alternatives for a 

15 water supply the size of this one . And that would 

16 include groundwater and groundwater supplies. We 

17 would just like those to be researched more 

18 thoroughly . 

19 And then we are concerned with the water 

20 withdrawal because it is affecting the cyclical 

21 nature of high water/low water that we need here 

22 now in Apalachicola Bay . We have to have the 

23 surges of water to make our Apalachicola Bay 

24 oysters as productive as possible . And we ' re 

25 concerned with more and more water being 
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1 controlled, contained upstream, limits the high 

2 water, the frequency of high water down here. And 

3 we need that intermittent flow to, I guess 

4 intermittent, we need the cyclical flow to make 

5 sure the bay performs properly. 

6 Those are the two things I want them to 

7 check on. 
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1 DR. SWOBAODA: I 've lived in Apalachicola, 

2 in this area off and on for about twenty years. I 

3 am a PhD biologist and have taught environmental 

4 science. And I think it 's absolutely ludicrous to 

5 consider taking more freshwater out of this system. 

6 The bay is already seriously stressed. I'm hearing 

7 about an influx of saltwater. Many of the oyster 

8 bars already have more conks than they do oysters. 

9 The river is low. It stays at a low level . 

10 There's some recent work came out that said 

11 that really some of the droughts that we're seeing 

12 aren ' t even characteristic of what they could be. 

13 Now, I understand that Hall County wants to 

14 develop and I understand that they want to become a 

15 larger population center so that they can become 

16 economically more viable or for whatever reason, 

17 but perhaps it is ill considered to locate a large 

18 population in an area that already has insufficient 

19 freshwater to serve it. And, to serve the areas 

20 downstream. 

21 So, I strongly object, strongly object to 

22 any additional reservoirs. I think there's already 

23 too much water being withheld from this river 

24 system. 

25 THE COURT REPORTER: Anything else? 
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1 DR. SWOBAODA: No, that 's it. 

2 (Thereupon, there was a brief break, 

3 afterwards Dr. Swobaoda also added the following 

4 statement:) 

5 DR. SWOBAODA: My name is Dr. Lois Swobaoda, 

6 and I previously spoke. Having taken a look at 

7 some of the exhibits in the other room, I have some 

8 serious questions about the way the study has been 

9 conducted. 

10 For one thing, there is no information 

11 offered or available on destruction of ephemeral 

12 waterways and existing streams. Another thing, 

13 I've been told t hat the basin that ' s going to be 

14 flooded is a seed area, which means there would be 

15 a lot of ephemeral stream activity there. But i t's 

16 also been timbered for some time, so I have serious 

1 7 questions about the chemicals in the soil and the 

18 pollutants that might be present that would go into 

19 the body of water. 

20 I think that this question needs to be 

21 addressed and I think it needs to be addressed 

22 directly before any decision is made about building 

23 t his reservoir. Thank you. 

24 

25 
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1 MS. WATFORD: My name i s Neva Watford, and 

2 I ' m speaking on behalf of Dan Tonsmeire , 

3 T-0-N-S-M-E-I-R-E, with the Apalachicola River 

4 Keepers. 

5 Our comment is: This project could impact 

6 the Corp ' s ability to meet the authorized purposes 

7 of the ACF project, by reducing the amount of flow 

8 in the system. The impact to the flows, as well as 

9 reservoir levels needs to be carefully analyzed and 

10 assessed. 

11 THE COURT REPORTER: Anything else? 

12 MS. WATFORD : That ' s all for right now. 
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1 MR. EDMISTON : This is Lee Edmiston, I work 

2 here at the Apalachicola National Estuarine 

3 Research Reserve. My comments are related to the 

4 Glades Reservoir, and there are several issues I 

5 have. 

6 Number one is, they need to better define 

7 what "high flow" is. What I see is anything above 

8 7Q10 is defined as high flow. And 7Q10 in a river, 

9 is you're already in drought situation . So, they 

10 need to define what 7Q10 is. 

11 They need to raise the level when they -- in 

12 order to pump, they should be pumping more than 

13 7Q10 flow or basin, what they call minimum, which 

14 I ' m assuming is 7Q10. And the only way that this 

15 reservoir will not affect us downstream is if the 

16 water they are pumping out of the Chattahoochee 

17 River and the water that is captured by the Glades 

18 Reservoir, which is a percentage of the drainage 

19 basin for Lake Lanier, that water needs to be still 

20 included as basin inflow into Lake Lanier. Because 

21 the water control plant is going to be based on 

22 lake levels and basin inflow into Lake Lanier. 

23 And if you decrease basin inflow into Lake 

24 Lanier, then you're decreasing lake levels, even if 

25 it ' s a foot, and you 're reducing the amount of flow 
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1 that comes downstream because you ' re letting the 

2 lake stay in zone 4 or zone 3 longer. And when 

3 that happens , we get less flow downst ream, based on 

4 t he R.I.O.P. 

5 So, somebody needs to define 7Q10, what 7Q10 

6 are you using. And anything above 7Q10, I'm sorry, 

7 it's not high flow, you're still at very low flow. 

8 And there should be some limits on how much is 

9 pumped out of the river when, and the amount of 

10 water pumped out should be, or pumped back in from 

11 the Glades should be related to the amount of water 

12 in the stream and also the lake level. And there 

13 should be limits on how much can be pumped if the 

14 lake level is down and the stream is at low flow. 

15 That's all I've got to say. 

16 
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1 MR. MAHAN: My name is Bill Mahan, 

2 M-A-H-A-N, and I guess a few comments I have at 

3 this point is, since this is looking at future 

4 water use for this one particular county, Glades 

5 no , it ' s not Glades, it's Hall County, one of the 

6 questions I asked that nobody knew, was whether all 

7 the grow-out projections for all the other counties 

8 below it along the watershed would be sort of 

9 factored into whether this would be allowed. 

10 Because currently we feel we don ' t get 

11 enough water here as it is . And so, since this 

12 would be taking water out, even though some would 

13 be coming back down, there ' s got to be some sort of 

14 net loss that would be coming our way . And since 

15 this is for future use, if all of the other 

16 counties below it are also going to be looking for 

17 future use from potentially the same watershed, how 

18 is that going to be modelled or factored into 

19 whether this is allowed to happen. 

20 And I guess I also had some questions as t o 

21 how the definition of high flow is going to be 

22 managed. I was told there are several differ ent 

23 definitions but no one is quite sure which 

24 definition is going to be used, so. 

25 And then I'm also going to do some more 
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1 research and probably send some comments via 

2 e-mail. 

3 THE COURT REPORTER: Okay. Thank you. 
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Savannah, GA 31401 

TAPE HERE (DO NOT STAPLE) 



TELL Us How to REACH You 
Thank you for taking the time to participate. Your name must be included on this comment card. Please 
include any affiliation if you are submitting comments for a business; municipal, state, Federal or other 
government agency; a non-governmental organization; or other organization. If you would like to receive future 
-,ublic Notices by e-mail, and other email update notifications, please include your email address. If you would 
like to receive future Public Notices by mail, please include your mailing address. 

CONTACT INFORMATION (optional) 
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Please submit comments by one of the following means by April 17, 2012: 
• Leave this form at the scoping meetings 

Mail the form or a letter to the address below 
Go to the project website at: www.gladesreservoir.com 

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT 

Authority: Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 USC 1344). Principal Purpose: To provide the USACE with information concerning 
comments received from members of the general public; businesses; municipal, state, Federal or other government agencies; non
governmental organizations; or other interested parties. The information provided will be used by the USACE to assist in its review, 
consideration of, and response to comments received. Routine Uses: The information provided may be shared with other Federal or 
state government agencies, and may be disclosed by the USACE in accordance with applicable Federal law. Disclosure: Providing 
information is voluntary. 

FOLD HERE -----------------------
US Army Corps of Engineers 
100 West Oglethorpe Avenue 
Savannah, GA 31401 

Attn : Richard Morgan 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
100 West Oglethorpe Avenue 
Savannah, GA 31401 
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governmental organizations; or other interested parties. The information provided will be used by the USACE to assist in its review, 
consideration of, and response to comments received. Routine Uses: The information provided may be shared with other Federal or 
state government agencies, and may be disclosed by the USACE in accordance with applicable Federal law. Disclosure: Providing 
information is voluntary. 
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PUBLIC SCOPING COMMENT FORM 
GLADES RESERVOIR EIS 

m 
US Army Corps 
of Engineers. 
Savannah District 

Thank you for your interest in the Glades Reservoir project. The US Army Corps of Engineers (USAGE) is 
defining the studies and information needed to complete the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
proposed Glades Reservoir, and would like your comments. We are collecting written comments in three ways: 
(1) at the scoping meetings, (2) through the project website, or (3) mailed to: 

Attention: Richard Morgan, US Army Corps of Engineers, 100 West Oglethorpe Avenue, Savannah, 
Georgia 31401 

For more information about the project or to comment onl ine, please visit www.gladesreservoir.com. 
Comments on the scope and alternatives should be received by April 17, 2012, to be considered in defining the 
scope of the Draft EIS. Thank you. 

Please tell us what you think needs to be studied as part of the EIS. What additional issues, 
information, or alternatives should be considered? Continue on a separate sheet if necessary. 
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Thank you for your interest in the Glades Reservoir project. The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is 
defining the studies and information needed to complete the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
proposed Glades Reservoir, and would like your comments. We are collecting written comments in three ways: 
(1) at the scoping meetings, (2) through the project website, or (3) mailed to: 

Attention: Richard Morgan, US Army Corps of Engineers, 100 West Oglethorpe Avenue, Savannah, 
Georgia 31401 

For more information about the project or to comment online, please visit www.gladesreservoir.com. 
Comments on the scope and alternatives should be received by April 17, 2012, to be considered in defining the 
scope of the Draft EIS. Thank you. 

Please tell us what you think needs to be studied as part of the EIS. What additional issues, 
information, or alternatives should be considered? Continue on a separate sheet if necessary. 
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Thank you for your interest in the Glades Reservoir project. The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is 
defining the studies and information needed to complete the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
proposed Glades Reservoir, and would like your comments. We are collecting written comments in three ways: 
(1) at the scoping meetings, (2) through the project website, or (3) mailed to: 

Attention: Richard Morgan, US Army Corps of Engineers, 100 West Oglethorpe Avenue, Savannah, 
Georgia 31401 

For more information about the project or to comment online, please visit www.gladesreservoir.com. 
Comments on the scope and alternatives should be received by April 17, 2012, to be considered in defining the 
scope of the Draft EIS. Thank you. 
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Thank you for taking the time to participate. Your name must be included on this comment card. Please 
include any affiliation if you are submitting comments for a business; municipal, state, Federal or other 
government agency; a non-governmental organization; or other organization. If you would like to receive future 
Public Notices by e-mail , and other email update notifications, please include your email address. If you would 
like to receive future Public Notices by mail, please include your mailing address. 
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Please submit comments by one of the following means by April 17, 2012: 

Leave this form at the scoping meetings 
Mail the form or a letter to the address below 
Go to the project website at: www.gladesreservoir.com 

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT 

Authority: Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 USC 1344). Principal Purpose: To provide the USAGE with information concerning 
comments received from members of the general public; businesses; municipal, state, Federal or other government agencies; non
governmental organizations; or other interested parties. The information provided will be used by the USAGE to assist in its review, 
consideration of, and response to comments received. Routine Uses: The information provided may be shared with other Federal or 
state government agencies, and may be disclosed by the USAGE in accordance with applicable Federal law. Disclosure: Providing · 
information is voluntary. 

US Army Corps of Engineers 
100 West Oglethorpe Avenue 
Savannah, GA 31401 

FOLD HERE ------------

Attn: Richard Morgan 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
100 West Oglethorpe Avenue 
Savannah, GA 31401 

TAPE HERE (DO NOT STAPLE) 



PUBLIC SCOPING COMMENT FORM 
GLADES RESERVOIR EIS 

m 
US Army Corps 
of Engineers. 
Savannah District 

Thank you for your interest in the Glades Reservoir project. The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is 
defining the studies and information needed to complete the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
proposed Glades Reservoir, and would like your comments. We are collecting written comments in three ways: 
(1) at the scoping meetings, (2) through the project website, or (3) mailed to: 

Attention: Richard Morgan, US Army Corps of Engineers, 100 West Oglethorpe Avenue, Savannah, 
Georgia 31401 

For more information about the project or to comment online, please visit www.gladesreservoir.com. 
Comments on the scope and alternatives should be received by April 17, 2012, to be considered in defining the 
scope of the Draft EIS. Thank you. 

Please tell us what you think needs to be studied as part of the EIS. What additional issues, 
information, or alternatives should be considered? Continue on a separate sheet if necessary. 
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PUBLIC SCOPING COMMENT FORM 
GLADES RESERVOIR EIS 

US Army Corps 
of Engineers. 
Savannah District 

Thank you for your interest in the Glades Reservoir project. The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is 
defining the studies and information needed to complete the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
proposed Glades Reservoir, and would like your comments. We are collecting written comments in three ways: 
(1) at the scoping meetings, (2) through the project website, or (3) mailed to: 

Attention: Richard Morgan, US Army Corps of Engineers, 100 West Oglethorpe Avenue, Savannah, 
Georgia 31401 

For more information about the project or to comment online, please visit www.gladesreservoir.com. 
Comments on the scope and alternatives should be received by April 17, 2012, to be considered in defining the 
scope of the Draft EIS. Thank you. 

Please tell us what you think needs to be studied as part of the EIS. What additional issues, 
information, or alternatives should be considered? Continue on a separate sheet if necessary. 
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TELL Us How TO REACH You 
Thank you for taking the time to participate. Your name must be included on this comment card. Please 
include any affiliation if you are submitting comments for a business; municipal, state, Federal or other 
government agency; a non-governmental organization; or other organization. If you would like to receive future 
Public Notices by e-mail , and other email update notifications, please include your emai l address. If you would 
like to receive future Public Notices by mail, please include your mailing address. 

CONTACT INFORMATION (optional) 
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Mailing address: -----------------------------------

Please submit comments by one of the following means. by April 17, 2012: 
Leave this form at the scoping meetings 
Mail the form or a letter to the address below 

• Go to the project website at: www.gladesreservoir.com 

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT 

Authority: Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 USC 1344). Principal Purpose: To provide the USACE with information concerning 
comments received from members of the general public; businesses; municipal, state, Federal or other government agencies; non
governmental organizations; or other interested parties. The information provided will be used by the USACE to assist in its review, 
consideration of, and response to comments received. Routine Uses: The information provided may be shared with other Federal or 
state government agencies, and may be disclosed by the USACE in accordance with applicable Federal law. Disclosure: Providing 
information is voluntary. 

FOLD HERE -----------------------
US Army Corps of Engineers 
100 West Oglethorpe Avenue 
Savannah, GA 31401 

Attn: Richard Morgan 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
100 West Oglethorpe Avenue 
Savannah, GA 31401 

TAPE HERE (DO NOT STAPLE) 



PUBLIC SCOPING COMMENT FORM 
GLADES RESERVOIR EIS 

US Army Corps 
of Engineers. 
Savannah District 

Thank you for your interest in the Glades Reservoir project. The US Army Corps of Engineers (USAGE) is 
defining the studies and information needed to complete the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
proposed Glades Reservoir, and would like your comments. We are collecting written comments in three ways: 
(1) at the scoping meetings, (2) through the project website, or (3) mailed to: 

Attention: Richard Morgan, US Army Corps of Engineers, 100 West Oglethorpe Avenue, Savannah, 
Georgia 31401 

For more information about the project or to comment online, please visit www.gladesreservoir.com. 
Comments on the scope and alternatives should be received by April 17, 2012, to be considered in defining the 
scope of the Draft EIS. Thank you. 

Please tell us what you think needs to be studied as part of the EIS. What additional issues, 
information, or alternatives should be considered? Continue on a separate sheet if necessary. 



TELi- Us How TO REACH You 
Thank you for taking the time to participate. Your name must be included on this comment card. Please 
include any affiliation if you are submitting comments for a business; municipal, state, Federal or other 
government agency; a non-governmental organization; or other organization. If you would like to receive future 
Public Notices by e-mail , and other email update notifications, please include your email address. If you would 
like to receive future Public Notices by mail , please include your mailing address. 

CONTACT INFORMATION (optional) 
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Please submit comments by one of the following means by April 17, 2012: 
Leave this form at the scoping meetings 
Mail the form or a letter to the address below 
Go to the project website at: www.gladesreservoir.com 

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT 

Authority: Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 USC 1344). Principal Purpose: To provide the USA CE with information concerning 
comments received from members of the general public; businesses; municipal, state, Federal or other government agencies; non
governmental organizations; or other interested parties. The information provided will be used by the USACE to assist in its review, 
consideration of, and response to comments received. Routine Uses: The information provided may be shared with other Federal or 
state government agencies, and may be disclosed by the USACE in accordance with applicable Federal law. Disclosure: Providing 
information is voluntary. 

FOLD HERE -----------------------
US Army Corps of En9ineers 
100 West Oglethorpe Avenue 
Savannah, GA 31401 

Attn: Richard Morgan 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
100 West Oglethorpe Avenue 
Savannah, GA 31401 

TAPE HERE (DO NOT STAPLE} 
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Posted: Tuesday, March 20th 2012 at 7:15pm

Corps holds first public meeting
on Glades
By Jerry Gunn Staff

EMAIL STORY CONTACT EDITOR PRINT

The Corps of Enginneers held its first meeting at Gainesville State
College

GAINESVILLE - The public and the news media attended the very first
public input or ‘scoping’ meeting on the massive Glades Reservoir
project Tuesday at Gainesville State College, hosted by the Army Corps
of Engineers.

Two other meetings are scheduled this week in Alabama and Florida;
their purpose, according to Deputy Regulatory Chief David Crosby, is
to inform and then get comments on the project.

“We are very interested in finding issues that the Corps may not know
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about right now so they can be included in the draft EIS and also how
significant the public feels about each issue,” Crosby said. “We want to
study the ones that are the most important to the public and spend more
time on those Issues.”

According to the Corps presentation, there is an issues laundry list
including the effect on air, water and soil quality. Cosby added those
comments become part of the Corps Environmental Impact Statement,
which largely determines if Hall County gets a permit to build the 850-
acre reservoir.

“Each citizen has their own issue,” Crosby added. “The biggest issue
usually on these type projects is water quantity and water quality in the
basin where the water’s coming from.”

Water quantity is Hall County’s issue and the reason it wants to build
the reservoir.

“The Applicant believes that the proposed Glades Reservoir water
supply project will allow them to have a dependable, locally controlled,
and long term water source to meet their future water needs,” according
to a quote from a Corps news release.

Hall County projects that long-term need through the year 2060. The
Glades-Cedar Creek system would yield an estimated 80 million
gallons of water per day.

The reservoir is actually a huge storage lake to locate upstream from
Lake Lanier on one of its tributaries, Flat Creek. One chart on display
indicated Lake Lanier’s level could drop three and a half inches during
critical drought periods, according to Hall County estimates of the
reservoir’s impact.

Executive Vice President of the Lake Lanier Association Val Perry said
his goal is to keep Lanier full.

"Anything that takes water away from Lanier, I'm not sure we want to
support that," Perry said.

Perry said the Association believes raising Lake Lanier's level two feet
would equal building another reservoir.

Other Corps meetings this week are set for Wednesday at the Lexington
Auburn University Convention Center from 4 to 8 p.m. CST, Auburn,
Ala. and Thursday at the Apalachicola National Estuarine Research
Reserve from 4 to 8 p.m. Eastpoint, Fla. The proposed project could
potentially affect river basins in eastern Alabama and the Florida
panhandle as well as Georgia.

Hall County’s water supply project includes: 1) a new pumped-storage
reservoir (Glades Reservoir); 2) a raw water intake and pump station at
the Chattahoochee River; 3) a pipeline between the Chattahoochee
River pump station and the proposed Glades Reservoir; 4) a raw water
intake and pump station at the proposed Glades Reservoir, and 5) a
pipeline between the Chattahoochee River pump station and the
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existing Cedar Creek Reservoir. 

Water would be pumped from the Chattahoochee River to the existing
Cedar Creek Reservoir, located in eastern Hall County, Ga., for
treatment and distribution to Hall County customers. Hall County
would operate the proposed reservoir as a flow augmentation reservoir.
That means that water pumped from it would be used to maintain
minimum stream flow levels during periods of low flow in the
Chattahoochee River. 

The Corps of Engineers Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) would
assess the potential social, economic and environmental impacts of the
construction and operation of the reservoir raw water conveyances,
associated facilities, and rights of way. It will address federal, state, and
local requirements, environmental issues concerning the proposed
action, and permit reviews.

As the lead federal agency for issuing permits under Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act, the Corps of Engineers must evaluate any proposed
construction that involves the discharge of dredged or fill material into
waters of the U.S.

Attendees will also have the opportunity to submit comments at the
open house meeting via a written form, computer station, or verbally
via a court reporter. Comments can also be submitted online at
www.gladesreservoir.com or via mail to Attn: Richard Morgan, US
Army Corps of Engineers Regulatory Division, 100 W. Oglethorpe
Ave., Savannah, GA 31401.

The deadline to submit comments for the scoping period is April 17,
2012. Comments received during the scoping period will be recorded in
a scoping report and will be considered in development of the draft
EIS. The public will have another opportunity to comment on the draft
and final EIS documents.
Associated Categories: Homepage, Local/State News
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Effect on life downstream questioned at second Glades
Reservoir hearing
By Ashley Fielding
afielding@gainesvilletimes.com
POSTED: March 21, 2012 11:32 p.m.

AUBURN, Ala. - Near the middle of the
Chattahoochee River basin, the idea of a
reservoir on an upstream tributary raises "a
lot of questions" for a few people.

"Maybe at the end of the day it's a good
thing, but there's one heck of a lot of
question marks," said Joe Maltese, a
LaGrange resident.

Maltese was among a few people who traveled to Auburn to view Hall County's plans for damming up
Flat Creek upstream of Lake Lanier. The county wants to build a reservoir to provide as much as 80
million gallons of water to county residents each day.

County officials have pitched the project as a means to meet the county's 2060 water needs. Their
proposal is getting its first public airing this week as Army Corps of Engineers officials try to narrow the
scope of a study into the impacts of Glades Reservoir on economic, social and environmental
conditions.

That study, called an environmental impact statement, will guide the corps' decision to permit Glades'
construction.

But first, the corps is seeking help from the public to determine what issues to explore when it comes
to making that decision.

Already, the corps has traveled to Hall County to hear from upstream users. A third hearing today in
Apalachicola, Fla., will wrap up the corps' tour, but corps officials plan to take comments on the
direction of their study until April 17.

Nearly 60 people showed up to take a look at the county's plans at Tuesday's hearing in Oakwood,
corps employees said.

By contrast, fewer than 15 showed up Wednesday in Auburn.

Most of them were getting their first look at the county's plans and had questions about how the
county's use of the water upstream would affect them.

Sandy Abbott, a biologist for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's office in Columbus, came on behalf
of the federal agency to see how the project might affect the flow of the Chattahoochee below Atlanta
and eventually to Jim Woodruff Dam at the Florida line.

Just below the dam is prime spawning habitat for endangered species of mussels and fish.

"We have to get a certain amount of water over that dam to keep those mussels wetted and the

READ MORE

Senior political reporter Ashley Fielding is covering the
Glades Reservoir hearings. Today’s story is about the
hearing in Auburn, Ala. On Friday, she’ll report from
Apalachicola, Fla. On Sunday, she’ll examine what’s next for
the project. Follow her on Twitter @gtimespolitics.



Effect on life downstream questioned at second Glades Reservoir hearing

file:///C|/Documents%20and%20Settings/MinihanA/Desktop/Gainesville%20Times_AL_032112.htm[4/16/2012 9:38:08 AM]

sturgeon habitat wetted during spawning season," said Abbott.

Information provided by the county at this week's hearings show Glades would have a negligible
impact on lake levels above the dam. But, as Abbott pointed out, those assumptions have not yet
been verified by AECOM, the third party consultant preparing the environmental impact statement.

The main question Wednesday seemed to be centered on how building an 850-acre reservoir on a
stream that eventually feeds into Lake Lanier and the rest of the river basin would affect life
downstream.

It was a question Dick Timmerberg, also a resident of LaGrange and the leader of the West Point Lake
Coalition, raised.

The West Point Lake Coalition is somewhat akin to the upstream Lake Lanier Association. West Point,
unlike Lanier, originally was authorized for recreation, making the lake's level an important factor for
those stakeholders.

If Glades were to become an amenity lake like West Point, then a whole new set of stakeholders
would emerge that would also want a lake that stays full. That concerns Timmerberg.

"It's a limited resource, so when more and more stakeholders want bigger pieces of the pie, the pie
runs out obviously," said Timmerberg. "You're potentially creating that scenario here."

Hall County owns only the 850 acres that would hold the water for the proposed Glades Reservoir,
and at this point, Hall County Glades consultant Jock Connell can only say for sure that the plan for
the reservoir is solely for water supply.

Plans for development around its perimeter are still uncertain.

Still, water held behind a dam is water that has a hard time traveling downstream, and Maltese argues
that West Point's level, on average, already doesn't meet the minimum pool level required for
recreational uses.

Having Glades could just make that minimum level even harder to reach.

"When we keep stressing (the lake) with more and more utilization upstream, it's a concern to us," said
Maltese.
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Residents note issues at Glades Reservoir meeting
County would have 10 years to build if approved
By Ashley Fielding
afielding@gainesvilletimes.com
POSTED: March 21, 2012 12:30 a.m.

The issues brought to the table Tuesday
were hyperlocal.

Alan Atwood, of Gainesville, came to
Gainesville State College to find out how
building a reservoir to provide Hall County
with water for the next 50 years would affect
his bottom line.

He said his wife, who is in Italy, sent him on
the errand to Gainesville State where a
number of experts were available to talk
about the Glades Reservoir proposal
Tuesday afternoon.

But most of the information available from
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and
consultants with the engineering firm
AECOM had little to do with money.

On display at Gainesville State on Tuesday
was Hall County's assumptions about the
impacts of building an 850-acre reservoir in
North Hall.

The same presentation will be made today in
Auburn, Ala., and on Thursday in
Apalachicola, Fla., in the hopes of narrowing
the scope of an in-depth study of what
social, economic and environmental
consequences building the reservoir might
have on stakeholders in the Apalachicola-
Chattahoochee-Flint river basin.

While looking over the information Tuesday,
Lula resident Tim Haynes noticed a future

pipe that would carry water from the Chattahoochee River to Cedar Creek Reservoir would also pass
through his nearly 30-acre property on Ga. 365.

"The way they've got it laid out right now it would," said Haynes.

He wanted to make sure his family would be justly compensated.

SCOTT ROGERS/The Times
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers held a public scoping
meeting on the Glades Reservoir project at Gainesville State
College on Tuesday afternoon.
View Larger

View More » 1 2 3
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About the hearings

Senior political reporter Ashley Fielding is covering all three
Glades Reservoir hearings. Today's story is about the
hearing in Gainesville. On Thursday, she'll report on the
hearing in Auburn, Ala., and on Friday, she'll report from
Apalachicola, Fla. On Sunday, she'll examine what's next for
the project. Follow her on Twitter @gtimespolitics.
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"There's always going to be a need for water, and I don't know that we're opposed to (the reservoir) as
long as there's adequate compensation, because the more that you give up as far as frontage on 365
on a prime piece of commercial property, of course, the less valuable it is."

Pipes for transporting water from the proposed Glades Reservoir are a long way down the road,
considering a permit is more than a year away and if it's approved, the county has some 10 years to
build Glades. Even then, the county may hold off on building pipes connecting Glades and Cedar
Creek until the water is needed.

The meetings this week throughout the basin are meant to garner feedback from the basin's
stakeholders.

The basin, of which Lake Lanier and the future Glades Reservoir are a part, has long been the source
of controversy between Georgia, Florida and Alabama.

Because of that history, the corps is embarking on an in-depth study of the impacts of building Glades
Reservoir upstream of Lake Lanier.

The comments gathered in meetings this week and throughout a public comment period that lasts until
April 17, is to determine the focus of that in-depth study.

The study will address certain impacts of the proposed reservoir regardless of public input, including
impacts on the environment.

That was one of the issues Cassie Tamblyn noted as she looked over the map of the project Tuesday.
Tamblyn said she was concerned with the amount of pipe that would need to be buried underground to
carry the water.

"That disturbs a lot of things," said Tamblyn, a 28-year-old student at Gainesville State.

By its own estimates, the county's new reservoir would adversely affect 39.2 acres of wetlands and
95,000 linear feet of streams. AECOM, a consultant paid by the Hall County Board of Commissioners,
is verifying the county's assumptions. The corps promises an independent review of AECOM's
findings.

"We will review everything that's prepared by AECOM ourselves," said David Crosby, deputy chief of
the regulatory division at the corps' Savannah district office.

The government argues the reservoir is needed to meet the county's water needs through the year
2060. It wants to build a 119-foot-high dam on Flat Creek to hold water pumped in from the
Chattahoochee River. The government promises to return the water to the river during periods of
dryness, meaning the reservoir would be "drawn down quite a bit during periods of drought," said
AECOM project manager Tai Yi Su.

By then, the county would need another 72.5 million gallons of water per day, according to documents
the county submitted to the corps.

That assumption, however, is based on the assumption that the county's population will rise above
800,000 by then and that Gainesville will have access to only 18 million gallons of Lake Lanier's water.

If Gainesville's access to Lanier holds, by 2060, the county would need an additional 46.5 million
gallons each day.

If approved, the county would pump water from the Chattahoochee to store in Cedar Creek Reservoir
in the Oconee River basin. The water would be treated and sent to customers from there.

The county's assumptions also show very little impact on Lake Lanier, estimating the new reservoir
could reduce the level of the massive Lanier by 3.5 inches in dry times.

Both AECOM and the corps will work in the next several months verifying the county's assumptions
about the project, and analyze whether there are alternatives to building the reservoir, said
spokeswoman Tracy Robillard.

Crosby said a draft of an environmental impact statement, detailing the impacts of the reservoir, could
be done as early as December. A final draft could be another 12 months behind that, he said.

So far, Hall County leaders have spent $11.4 million on the project for fees associated with purchasing
the land, planning the reservoir, buying a private partner out of the project and attempting to obtain
permits for construction. A good bit of the engineering fees are being paid through a specially
purposed sales tax.

Construction costs are still an unknown, but one estimate is at $300 million.

And that estimate is among Atwood's main concerns.



Residents note issues at Glades Reservoir meeting

file:///C|/Documents%20and%20Settings/MinihanA/Desktop/Gainesville%20Times_032112.htm[4/16/2012 9:35:31 AM]

SUBSCRIBE TO THE TIMES
Phone: (770) 532-2222
Toll-free: (800) 395-5005 (in Georgia)
Click here to subscribe

REGIONAL NEWS

CONTACT US
Services:
Subscribe | Advertising | Customer Service | Delivery Issue | Back
Issues | Vacation Stop-Start | Staff Directory
News and Sports Submissions:
Send a press release | Contact News | Send a Letter to the Editor |
Contact Sports

"These projects always come up with a number of what it's going to cost and then it ends up doubling,
tripling or quadrupling in the time it takes to do it, so it's one of the annoying things about these
things," said Atwood. "I assume it's going to be paid by your water bill, and I don't know if there's going
to be any additional tax."
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Fla. residents worry about impact of Glades Reservoir on
oyster industry
Third public hearing on proposed Hall County held at river basin's
southernmost point
By Ashley Fielding
afielding@gainesvilletimes.com
POSTED: March 22, 2012 11:48 p.m.

EASTPOINT, Fla. —Here, the notion of
taking more water out of the Apalachicola-
Chattahoochee-Flint River basin is a
sensitive topic.

"I have seen a grown man cry over the
situation in the bay," said Lois Swoboda, a
reporter for the Apalachicola and Carrabelle
Times.

Swoboda came to the Apalachicola National
Estuarine Research Reserve to cover an open house on a project that proposes to supply water to
people and industries hundreds of miles away.

Hall County's plans to dam Flat Creek, a tributary of the Chattahoochee River, drew some 15 people
here Thursday.

All expressed concern about yet another draw from the river system responsible for the health of
Apalachicola Bay, the source of their livelihoods.

Thursday's open house was the last of three the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers held throughout the
river basin this week, as it seeks to embark on a study of the impacts of Hall County's proposed
reservoir.

County officials' plans to dam Flat Creek would create a future reservoir that would supply the county
with some 80 million gallons of water each day.

They need the corps' permission to build the dam, and the corps, noting the past and current
controversies surrounding water in the basin, is conducting an in-depth environmental impact study
before deciding.

The hearings were an effort at finding different stakeholders' concerns. The corps says it will use the
resulting comments to guide the direction of its study.

Along with her job as a reporter, Swoboda is a biologist.

"Our bay is already dying from lack of fresh water, Swoboda said, "and I don't care how Hall County
poses it, this can't do anything but hurt us more."

Apalachicola, just a bridge away from Eastpoint, is nearly synonymous with oyster harvesting. Oysters'
habitat, and one of the area's main industries, relies on fresh water coming from North Georgia to

READ MORE

About the hearings

Senior political reporter Ashley Fielding wraps up coverage
of three Glades Reservoir hearings with a story today about
the event in Apalachicola, Fla. On Sunday, she'll examine
what's next for the project.
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balance the salt water in the gulf. When the water doesn't come, the bay gets too salty and the
industry suffers.

"You've got to understand. I mean, for a lot of people in this county, this is really the county's
livelihood. What we have is the seafood industry and tourism," Swoboda said.

Glades, she said, would impact both.

Most everyone else who showed up to look at Hall County's plans in Eastpoint on Thursday had
similar comments.

By the corps' count, about 15 people showed up, a number slightly greater than the turnout the day
before in Auburn, Ala.

David McLain, who moved to Apalachicola in 1996, now works with the Apalachicola Riverkeeper
organization. He said residents there are acutely aware of any effort "that appears to be an outtake of
water" from the source of fresh water to the bay.

Bill Mahan, an extension agent with the University of Florida who works with fishermen in Apalachicola,
agrees, noting everyone in Apalachicola pays attention to what's going on with the water that ends up
in their backyard bay.

"(The water wars are) on everybody's minds here, because of the dramatic effects we see," said
Mahan.

McLain said he's been watching the Glades project for the last three years.

Everyone at the end of the river's reach, he said, is "acutely aware of being the downstream end of a
large basin." And the arguments made on Florida's behalf in lawsuits between it, Georgia and
Alabama over the basin's water — that Florida needs a certain amount of water to come down the
Chattahoochee to protect the spawning grounds of certain species of endangered mussels and fish —
isn't the only argument to be made.

"The most endangered species down here is the two-legged variety: my oystermen," he said.
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Glades Reservoir creates ripples downstream
Ala., Fla. residents fear proposal will impact their freshwater supplies
By Ashley Fielding
afielding@gainesvilletimes.com
POSTED: March 24, 2012 11:00 p.m.

While metro Atlanta is ahead so far in a
decadeslong struggle over water in the
Chattahoochee River basin, stakeholders
downstream remain in the fight.

To them, Hall County's proposal to build
Glades Reservoir to support its 2060-era
population - projected at 800,000 in plans
submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers - feels somewhat like a dirty
punch.

Just as folks in the north end of the basin
have a tendency to simplify the tri-state
struggle as people versus endangered
species, there are those in Florida - and in
Georgia cities that border Alabama - that
focus on Atlanta's growth, and consequential
wealth, at everyone else's expense.

Hall County officials, with access to Lake
Lanier threatened by repeated droughts and
lawsuits, have proposed building Glades
Reservoir to provide water security in the
decades to come. They say it will have little
impact on downstream users.

Joe Maltese once lived in Hall County. Now
a retired assistant city manager in LaGrange,
he can't imagine what his former home
county would look like with 4 « times the
current population, other than to picture
"wall-to-wall roads and rooftops."

In Apalachicola, the amount of fresh water in
the bay has a significant impact on a
community whose livelihood centers on the
seafood harvesting industry. Residents there
are wary of more upstream growth.

"A whole lot more development in that area
of Georgia is not a good idea, because there
isn't adequate water resources," said Lois

TOM REED | The Times/
A view of the area near Glade Farm Road that would become
Glades Reservoir if Hall County receives the go-ahead from the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
View Larger

View More » 1 2
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Glades Reservoir timeline

Early 2000s: Hall County completed studies and
environmental documentation to assess water supply
alternatives.
2005: The county commissioned engineering firm CH2MHill
to prepare an environmental assessment identifying a
reservoir at Glades Farm as the preferred water supply
alternative.
February 2007: The Glades Reservoir permit application
was filed, proposing an 850-acre water supply reservoir with
a yield of 6.4 million gallons per day as part of a public-
private partnership with Glades property owners. That
process was delayed to address issues with funneling water
from Lake Lanier.
July 8, 2009: The Army Corps of Engineers issued a Joint
Public Notice beginning the process for the public comment
period.
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Swoboda, a biologist and a writer for The
Times in Apalachicola and Carabelle.

Bill Mahan is an agent with the University of
Florida's Sea Grant extension office that
works with commercial and recreational
fishermen around Apalachicola Bay. He
expresses a sense of irony in Georgia's
backpatting over its relatively new laws
mandating water conservation and
simultaneous praise of development that will
increase water demands, along with its tax
base.

"It doesn't add up," he said.

To Maltese, much more growth metro Atlanta
- and even Hall County - can put on the back
of the Chattahoochee River is an issue that
doesn't get raised enough.

"I question whether the average John Doe
that lives in the metropolitan Atlanta area
wants to see another car on the road in front
of them in their daily grind to get to work, to
get to the grocery store," Maltese said last
week as he looked at Hall County's proposal
on display at an Auburn, Ala., hotel. "At what
point do we outstrip the resources we have
available to sustain growth?"

It's a question Maltese said that has to be
vetted regionally, "especially when you're living in an area where there's such a question about the
availability of water."

Hall County's plan to dam Flat Creek and swell the swiftwater tributary into an 850-acre reservoir first
must be approved by the corps.

No one yet knows what impact the proposed reservoir could have on downstream users. The county's
assumptions about downstream consequences have yet to be analyzed by a third party.

The corps is embarking on a study of the possible social, economic and environmental consequences
of another reservoir in the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint River basin. In doing so, it has sought the
public's input on which questions to ask and answer in the study, which is required before the corps
decides on granting permission for Glades.

Whether the basin can handle another draw was a repeated concern raised at corps-sponsored open
houses on Hall County's reservoir plans in Auburn, Ala., and Eastpoint, Fla., this week.

Robert Esenwein, part of the team that will prepare an environmental impact statement on the Glades
proposal for the corps, especially heard those concerns in Apalachicola.

"They're (saying that they're) not seeing the kinds of historic flows that they should be seeing during
high rainfall events in the upper watershed," said Esenwein, an associate vice president and senior
environmental planner for AECOM.

"It's because water is being taken out by other stakeholders and so they're not getting that flush of
high flow down here like they think they should. So they're concerned that anything - Lanier and above
- if you take it out, that's going to be a problem. They're getting less now, and then with Glades, they'll
get even less. So the low flows that they're experiencing will be even lower - that's what they're
concerned about."

David McLain, a representative of the Apalachicola point of view in an independent basin stakeholders
group, is no different. Everyone in the bay area, he said, is "acutely aware" of being the downstream
end of a large basin, and there is a sense of helplessness that comes with it.

"We're all subject to what happens upstream," McLain said. "There is a sense of impotence at being
able to with confidence shape our own future without having some sort of agreement with our
upstream neighbors."

With those concerns going into the public record, an environmental impact statement on Glades likely
will include an increased focus on the consequences for downstream flows, Esenwein said.

"We know that the people are more interested in that than a lot of other things," Esenwein said.

July 17, 2009: U.S. District Judge Paul Magnuson issued a
ruling that stated Lake Lanier was not an authorized water
supply source.
Sept. 17, 2009: The corps withdrew the permit application at
the request of the county. Hall County began planning the
project on a larger scale as a regional water supply source
and bought out Glades’ owners previous expenses for the
project for $4 million.
Dec. 20, 2010: Georgia’s Environmental Protection Division
certified the need for the project as a regional water source.
July 10, 2011: Hall County submitted an “amended
application” to the corps for a permit to build the reservoir
capable of pumping 72.5 million gallons of water per day.
July 8, 2011: Due to the project’s relationship with the
contentious battle over water in the larger ACF basin, the
corps informed the county it needed an environmental impact
statement to get a permit.
December 2011: Hall County and the corps agreed to have
AECOM conduct the study and prepare the statement, which
would cost the county no more than $1.53 million.
Feb. 2012: Corps issued notice of intent to study the idea of
Glades and its impacts, kicking off a 90-day public comment
period. Comments will guide the corps’ study of potential
impacts.
March 2012: Corps held scoping hearings throughout the
larger Apalachicola-Flint-River basin.
April 17: Last day to submit comments on the scope of the
project study.

Source: Hall County Government
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The corps will collect comments until April 17. A draft of the study's results should be complete by
December, said David Crosby, deputy chief of the regulatory division at the corps' Savannah district
office, which is in charge of permitting Hall's plans.

But as Georgia embarks on Gov. Nathan Deal's initiative to spend $300 million on water supply
projects like Glades statewide, its downstream neighbors wonder when Georgia will decide it has had
enough.

The Glades proposal brings up talk of riparian water rights, a rule of proportional water sharing in
which no use should come at the detriment of another user, and water as currency that can be used to
transfer wealth from one part of the region to another.

Water that supports development upstream might come at a cost for developers or water-based
industries downstream.

In Apalachicola and the larger Franklin County, fresh water makes or breaks the seafood industry.
Swoboda, the biologist, calls the Chattahoochee-fed bay a "world-class biome" without which the
industry would not exist.

"For a lot of people in this county, this is a lot of people's livelihood," Swoboda said. "This (Glades) is
going to hurt the whole county."

And what if some other area downstream of Atlanta wanted to grow?

"We're not opposed to the metro area growing - the state needs a viable metro area - but we are
opposed to them growing at our expense," said Dick Timmerberg, a resident of LaGrange and leader
of the West Point Lake Coalition.
And McLain wonders what will happen in 50 years if, for example, Hall County does reach that
projected population of 800,000 and has further plans to grow.

"How many Glades Reservoirs is Georgia going to be satisfied with?" he asks.
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Georgia reservoir will impact bay
March 28, 2012 5:23 PM

ShareThis | Print Story | E-Mail Story
Lois Swoboda

Now is the time to comment on a proposed north Georgia reservoir that could further reduce the Apalachicola River’s water supply.

Hall County,Ga. is applying for a permit to dam Flat Creek, a tributary of the Chattahoochee River in north Georgia, to create the
Glades Reservoir. In theory, the water would be used to maintain the flow of the Chattahoochee at acceptable levels during drought
conditions so that Hall could continue to withdraw water from the river under any circumstances.

Hall County said it needs the secure water supply because the population there, currently 180,000, is expected to swell to 800,000
by 2060.

At their regular March 20 meeting, County Planner Alan Pierce informed commissioners that the Glade Reservoir was under review by the Army
Corps of Engineers. The commission voted unanimously to send a letter to the Corps objecting to the construction of additional reservoirs in the
Apalachicola/ Chattahoochee/ Flint (ACF) watershed.

Ashley Fielding, a reporter for the daily Gainesville Times, attended the scoping meeting, hosted by the Army Corps of Engineers, on March 22 at
the Apalachicola National Estuarine Research Reserve in Eastpoint.

She said she believed the reservoir is an attempt by Hall County to get control of the water situation. “The Magnuson ruling really scared a lot of
people,” she said. “Folks remember what it was like before Lake Lanier. They are afraid they wouldn’t have any water.”

In a 97-page ruling, written in 2009, US District Court Judge Paul A. Magnuson said the Corps violated federal law by allowing water withdrawals
that were not authorized by Congress when a dam was built to establish Lake Lanier in the 1950s. The ruling was later overturned in the 11th
Circuit Court of Appeals.

Fielding said not everyone in Hall County is in favor of the Glades project. She said many residents are concerned about the cost of constructing
and maintaining the dam and 18 miles of pipeline.

According to data provided in Hall County’s permit application, the impact of the new reservoir on downstream lake levels will be negligible. But
this data has not yet been verified by the Corps or by AECOM, an Atlanta management consultant firm working under supervision of the Corps on
this project.

Other experts disagree that the reservoir would not have an impact. They say that any additional water taken from the ACF system will have a
negative impact on downstream communities.
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In April 2009, Brig. Gen. Joseph Schroedel, commander of the Corps’ South Atlantic Division, spoke at a National Research Council conference
in Washington, DC on the issue of managing the flows of water in the ACF Basin. “There is not enough water in the ACF to meet current needs,
and I want to repeat that for emphasis. There’s not enough water in the ACF Basin to meet current needs,” he said.

Dave McClain said the ACF Stakeholders, Inc., a diverse group of individuals, corporations, and non-profit organizations throughout Alabama,
Florida, and Georgia that represent interests within the ACF basin, has filed a letter objecting to the Glades project with the regulatory division of
the Savannah District US Army Corps of Engineers.

On March 20, McClain told the county commission, “It’s a myth to think you can store water in bad times and use it in good times because you
get evaporation and other diversions that reduce the amount of water available. This sets it aside for one select group. We’re trying to work basin-
wide.”

In the letter, McClain wrote that “the proposed additional out-takes from the Chattahoochee River would put at hazard authorized downstream uses
from Atlanta to LaGrange, to Eufaula, Ala., to Columbus, and the floodplain and fishery habitat in the Apalachicola River and Bay.”

On March 22, the Corps displayed data from Hall County’s proposal submitted for evaluation by the Corps at the scoping meeting, which drew
about 15 county residents. “The purpose of scoping meetings is to gather input and further narrow the scope of what will be studied in the
environmental impact study (EIS),” said Tracy Robillard, a spokesman for the Corps’ Savannah District.

The scoping period runs through April 17, after which AECOM and the Corps will jointly develop the EIS. A draft EIS is anticipated to be
released to the public in late 2012.

One of about 20 Corps posters displayed at ANERR showed the potential impact on lakes downstream of Glades. According to AECOM’S data,
there will be no impact on Lake Seminole, the southernmost body of water addressed. The information provided at that meeting did not deal with
the impact on Apalachicola Bay. A PowerPoint presentation, shown at the meeting also did not address impacts on Florida water levels.

Tai Ye Su, an engineer employed by AECOM as project leader, said her company worked with data provided by Hall County. She urged anyone
who might be affected by the reservoir to comment to the Corps. She said public comment would guide her company’s future research on the
Glade’s project.

To learn more, visit the reservoir’s website www.gladesreservoir.com

To comment on the Glades reservoir go to http://www.gladesreservoir.com/submit-comments or write to Attn: Richard Morgan, US Army Corps
of Engineers, Savannah District, 100 West Oglethorpe Ave, Savannah, GA  31401-3640. All comments must be submitted by April 17.

See archived 'Local News' stories »



The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
recently hosted two consultant field practicals 
with members of Georgia’s environmental 
consultant community.  

The field practicals provided information to 
Georgia regulators in an effort to make the 
Clean Water Act permitting process flow more 
quickly and efficiently. They also served as a 
valuable platform for building and strengthening 
relationships between the federal, state, and 
private organizations.

The main focus was to review requirements 
for wetland delineations under the Regional 
Supplements to the 1987 Wetland Delineation 
Manual. The Regional Supplements have been 
developed and released incrementally over the 
last six years and provide updates to the 1987 
manual.

The Regional Supplements are part of a 
nationwide effort to address regional wetland characteristics 
and improve the accuracy and efficiency of wetland-delineation 
procedures.  The supplements are intended to bring the USACE 
manual up-to-date with current knowledge and practice in the 
region—not to change the way wetlands are defined or identified. 

The methodology presented in the Regional Supplements 
supersedes the 1987 manual where differences occur. The 

Regional Supplements applicable to Georgia include the Atlantic 
and Gulf Coast Supplement and the Eastern Mountains and 
Piedmont Supplement.

The Corps of Engineers hosted two practicals in Georgia’s 
Piedmont and Coastal regions to highlight the two Regional 
Supplements that apply to the state.

The first field practical was held on Nov. 3 at the Alcovy Nature 

Consultant Field Workshops Highlight  
Regional Supplements to Wetland Delineations
By William Rutlin and Adam White 
USACE Regulatory Specialists
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Consultants fill out  Regional Supplement data forms during a field practical workshop Dec. 
8, 2011 at the New Ebenezer Retreat Center in Effingham County, Ga. USACE photo.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Savannah District - Regulatory Division

Spring 2012 Edition



10 11

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Savannah 
District hosted a series of public scoping meetings to 
gather feedback from citizens, stakeholders, and state 
and local governments and agencies on the proposed 
Glades Reservoir project. The meetings were held 
March 20, 21 and 22 in Oakwood, Ga., Auburn, Ala., and 
Eastpoint, Fla. 

The USACE is evaluating a permit application submitted 
by Hall County, Ga., for the construction and operation of 
an 850-acre flow augmentation reservoir and associated 
pipelines and facilities. The reservoir is proposed to be 
located in Hall County on Flat Creek, a tributary to the 
Chattahoochee River upstream of Lake Sidney Lanier.

The USACE is working with contractor AECOM to 
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the 
proposed project in order to make an informed permit 
decision. The scoping meetings were a critical first step 
to identify key issues and concerns to help the USACE 
narrow the scope of the EIS. The EIS will analyze social, 
economic and environmental impacts of the proposed 
project, including downstream effects, water quality and 
quantity, impacts to wetlands, endangered species, 
cultural resources, alternatives, and more.  The public 
will have an opportunity to comment on the draft EIS and 
final EIS documents as part of the National Environmental 
Policy Act process. For more information, visit  
www.gladesreservoir.com 

Corps Hosts Public Scoping Meetings for  
Proposed Glades Reservoir EIS 

Above: David Crosby, Deputy Chief of the Regulatory Division, U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers Savannah District, speaks with a member of the public at 
the Glades Reservoir scoping meeting at Gainesville State College, March 20, 
2012. 

Left: Citizens learn about the proposed project at the 
scoping meeting in Oakwood, Ga., March 20, 2012. 
 
Below: Richard Morgan, project manager for the Glades 
EIS with the Regulatory Division, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers Savannah District, speaks with members of 
the public at the Glades Reservoir scoping meeting in 
Eastpoint, Fla., March 22, 2012.
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HALL COUNTY GOVERNMENT 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

August 10, 2012 

Mr. Richard Morgan 
Team Leader, Southern Section, Regulatory Branch 
Savannah District, Corps of Engineers 
PO Box 889 
Savannah, GA 31402-0889 

RE: Hall County's 404 Permit Application and EIS 

Dear Mr. Morgan: 

Hall County's hope and preference for the proposed Glades Reservoir has long been to 
store water in the reservoir, then release it through the dam to Flat Creek and Lake 
Lanier, With the City of Gainesville pumping out at its existing water intakes, amounts 
of water equal to Hall County's releases. 

We were informed by the Corps of Engineers early in 2009that such an arrangement 
would require a storage contract for space in Lake Lanier even though the 
arrangement might be non-consumptive of such storage space. Since the 
Alabama/Florida/Georgia water conflict and its associated litigation prevented the 
Corps from issuing storage contracts, we developed our Section 404 permit application 
in a way that would not be dependent on a storage contract. The preferred 
alternative, on which the Corps is now producing an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS), involves piping water from the Chattahoochee River (with low flow 
augmentation provided by Glades Reservoir) to Cedar Creek Reservoir, followed by 
treatment and distribution of finished water by the City of Gainesville. 

On June 25, 2012 the U.S. Supreme Court affirmed that municipal water supply is an 
authorized purpose of Lake Lanier, and the Corps of Engineers issued a legal opinion 
affirming that the Corps has authority to operate Lake Lanier to support some amount 
of water supply. These two decisions have given the Hall County Board of 
Commissioners confidence that Hall County can apply for and receive a storage 
contract from the Corps, allowing water from Glades Reservoir to be moved through 
Lake Lanier to the City cf Gainesville's water intakes. 

Therefore, we will no longer need to pipe water from the Chattahoochee and Glades 
to the Cedar Creek Reservoir. This letter is to inform you that Hall County has a new 
preferred alternative. This alternative is described in the attachment to this letter. 
We are aware that storage contracts need to be applied for, and we are working 
toward that. 
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We have informed City of Gainesville representatives of this change in our preferred 
alternative, and we are having regularly scheduled meetings with Gainesville 
representatives. We are making progress in resolving the water issues between our 
two local governments. 

Hall County is excited about the new alternative since it is simpler, has less 
environmental impact, and will cost about $200 million less than our old preferred 
alternative. 

Please see that the new preferred alternative is evaluated among other alternatives in 
the EIS. 

We appreciate the Corps of Engineers' cooperative spirit as it leads the EIS process. 

Chairman 

CC: Honorable Danny Dunagan, Mayor, City of Gainesville 
Hall County Board of Commissioners 
Jock Connell, Special Projects Manager 
Randy Knighton, County Administrator 
Marty Nix, Assistant County Administrator 
Kip Padgett, City Manager, City of Gainesville 
Ken Rearden, Director, Public Works 
Harold Reheis 



PROJECT PLAN 
NEW PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

HALL COUNTY 404 APPLICATION 
August 10, 2012 

• The location, size, capacity, and safe yield of the proposed Glades Reservoir 
remain unchanged. 

• The proposed Chattahoochee River pump station location remains the same, 
but there will be no pumps or pipes to transfer water from this pump station 
to the Cedar Creek Reservoir. 

• Chattahoochee River pump station will pump only to Glades Reservoir. 
Proposed pipe route from pump station to Glades remains unchanged. 

• Chattahoochee River pump station will pump to Glades Reservoir when flow 
rate in the River just upstream of the pump station.exceeds the annual 7-day, 
10-year minimum flow (A7Q10), and when water level in Glades Reservoir is 
lower than 1180 ft. above mean sea level (MSL). 

• When flow rate in the Chattahoochee River is equal to or less than A7Q10, the 
pump station will not operate, even if Glades Reservoir's water level is lower 
than 1180 ft. above MSL. 

• Chattahoochee River pump station will be operated so that any pumping to 
Glades Reservoir will not result in the streamflow immediately downstream 
from the pump station being less than A7Q10. 

• Glades Reservoir will not have a pump station to pump water back to the 
Chattahoochee River pump station. 

• Glades Reservoir water will be released through the dam via a metering device 
to the Flat Creek arm of Lake Lanier. 

• Releases will meet Georgia EPD's minimum instream flow requirements for 
Flat Creek, and will provide the amount of water needed (up to an annual 
average of 72.5 mgd) for Gainesville and Hall County water users, which 
exceed the limits that Gainesville is permitted to withdraw from Lake Lanier. 

• Gainesville will withdraw, on a daily basis, amounts of water equal to the 
amounts released from Glades Reservoir for Gainesville's use. 

• Hall County will need to apply for and receive a storage contract from the 
Corps of Engineers, for the amount of conservation storage volume in Lake 
Lanier that is necessary for conveying water releases from Glades Reservoir to 
Gainesville's water intakes. 



HALL COUNTY GOVERNMENT 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

August 23, 2012 

Mr. Richard Morgan 
Team Leader, Southern Section, Regulatory Branch 
Savannah District, Corps of Engineers 
P0Box889 
Savannah, Georgia 31402-0889 

Re: Hall County's 404 Permit Application and EIS 

Dear Mr. Morgan: 

Hall County, by letter of August 10, 2012, presented a new preferred alternative for the 
Glades Reservoir Project. This letter included an attachment describing the new alternative. 

It has come to our attention that the second to last item of this description could be 
construed contrary to the intentions of Hall County and the City of Gainesville. Therefore, 

we hereby revise this item as follows (the underlined words are added for clarification): 

"Gainesville will withdraw, on a daily basis, amounts of water equal to the amounts 
released from Glades Reservoir for Gainesville's use. These amounts of water to be 

generated by the Glades Reservoir Project are in addition to the Lake Lanier water allocated 
by the Corps of Engineers and permitted by the Environmental Protection Division for 

direct withdrawal by the City of Gainesville. The Glades Reservoir Project is not proposed 
to replace Gainesville's existing and future Lake Lanier permitted direct withdrawal 

allocations, but is to be used only to supplement the permitted direct withdrawal 

allocations." 

Sine/;{ 

/t}td!l~ 
Torn Oliver 
Chairman 

CC: Honorable Danny Dunagan, Mayor, City of Gainesville 
Hall County Board of Commissioners 
Jock Connell, Special Projects Administrator 
Randy Knighton, County Administrator 
Marty Nix, Assistant County Administrator 
Kip Padgett, City Manager, City of Gainesville 
Ken Rearden, Director, Public Works 
Harold Reheis, Joe Tanner and Associates 
Kevin Farrell, EPD 
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